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JOINT^HEARJNGS-ON THEWAN-CONTRA 
INVESTIGATION 

Testimony of George P. Shultz 


THURSDAY, JULY 23, 1987 

House Select Committee To Investigate 

Covert Arms Transactions With Iran 
and 

Senate Select Committee on Secret Military 
Assistance to Iran and the Nicaraguan Opposition, 

Washington, DC. 

The Select Committees met, pursuant to call, at 9:00 a.m., in 
room 2172, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Lee H. Hamilton 
(chairman of the House Select Committee) and Hon. Daniel K. 
Inouye (chairman of the Senate Select Committee) presiding. 

Chairman Hamilton. The Select Committees welcome before 
their hearing this morning the Hon. George P. Shultz, the Secre¬ 
tary of State. 

Mr. Secretary, we are very pleased to have you this morning: 

Would you stand please and raise your right hand to take the 
oath? 

[Witness sworn.] 

TESTIMONY OF HON. GEORGE P. SHULTZ, SECRETARY, U.S. 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

Chairman Hamilton. Thank you, sir. You may be seated. 

Mr. Secretary, do you have an opening statement? 

Secretary Shultz. No, I don’t, but with your permission, Mr. 
Chairman, I would like to make a few remarks. 

Chairman Hamilton. Please proceed. 

Secretary Shultz. I have testified on the general subject of these 
hearings on four different occasions. 

First, I believe in this room in an op>en hearing on December 8th, 
then before the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence later in 
December. Then in closed session before the House Foreign Affairs 
Committee in mid-January and before the Tower Board. 

You have that testimony. It is basically the same testimony. So I 
don’t choose to read it out again. 

You have got it available, and I think it has been declassified, so 
it is available. 

In addition, Mr. Chairman, I have, as instructed by the Presi¬ 
dent, made available to the committee as well as to other designat¬ 
ed investigative groups—the FBI, the special prosecutor, and so 

(1) 
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on—my records, cables, memoranda, my notes of my personal recol¬ 
lections made contemporaneously with events, all of the material 
that I have has been made available and you have it. 

This includes material about conversations that I had with the 
President and all of this is pursuant to the instructions of the 
President, who right from the beginning of these events took the 
position that all of the facts about what transpired should be made 
available as quickly as possible. 

I supported enthusiastically that decision on the part of the 
President, and I think it is to his everlasting credit that he took 
that position and gave that instruction. 

I want to make one point about it, however. I have on numerous 
occasions—including, I think, before your committee right here, 
Chairman Fascell—been asked about what advice I gave the Presi¬ 
dent on this, that, or the other subject. 

And I have always taken the position in lOVfe years as a member 
of the Cabinet that those conversations are privileged, and I would 
not discuss them. 

This is ah exception, and I have made this material available at 
the President’s instruction, but I mention it because if I am testify¬ 
ing before you on some other subject sometime and you try to use 
this as a precedent, I won’t buy it. I am just putting you on notice 
right now. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Hamilton. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 

We will begin the questions this morning with Mr. Belnick. I 
want to remind members that unlike previous formats, Mr. Belnick 
will be the only attorney questioning and after he completes his 
questions, we will go immediately to the four principal questioners. 

Mr. Belnick? 

Mr. Belnick. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Good morning, Mr. Secretary. 

Secretary Shultz. Good morning. 

Mr. Belnick. Before commencing the examination, Mr. Secre¬ 
tary, and Mr. Chairman, I would like respectfully to call the 
panel’s attention to exhibits GPS-A, B, and C. Those exhibits are 
chronologies of certain key events pertinent to Secretary Shultz’s 
testimony which have been prepared by the staff and by the Secre¬ 
tary’s office. 

The entries in those chronologies are based on the Secretary’s 
recollection and his records. The Secretary has approved those 
chronologies after reviewing them as accurately reflecting his 
knowledge of, or participation in, the events which are summarized 
there. 

I should note, however, that these chronologies are intended, Mr. 
Chairman, solely as a convenient reference device and summary of 
highlights. They are not intended to be nor are they complete or 
exhaustive of the Secretary’s recollection, knowledge, or involve¬ 
ment in any of the matters before the panel. 

With that, Mr. Secretary, you are, as the Secretary of State, the 
President's chief foreign policy adviser and foreign policy spokes¬ 
man; is that correct? 

Secretary Shultz. That is correct. 
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Mr. Belnick. You are a statutory member of the National Secu¬ 
rity Council; is that correct? 

Secretary Shultz. That is correct. And I might say there are four 
statutory members: the President, the Vice President, the Secre¬ 
tary of State, and the Secretary of Defense. There are also two stat¬ 
utory advisers. 

Chairman Hamilton. Mr. Secretary, excuse me for interrupting. 

Mr. Secretary, you will have to speak right into that microphone. 
It is voice activated. 

Secretary Shultz. The statutory advisers are the Director of Cen¬ 
tral Intelligence and the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff; and 
there are two other statutory advisers, on other occasions, the Di¬ 
rectors of the Arms Control Agency and of the U.S. Information 
Agency. 

I say that because I find in these discussions often people refer to 
the NSC when they really mean the NSC staff..There is a differ¬ 
ence. 

Mr. Belnick. Sir, as I understand, as Secretary of State, you are 
responsible, second only to the President, for the conduct of the for¬ 
eign relations of the United States; is that correct? 

Secretary Shultz. That is correct. 

Mr. Belnick. With these points in mind, Mr. Secretary, I would 
like to begin this morning by reviewing certain key events that the 
panel has been considering in order to establish when the Secre¬ 
tary of State was first informed of those events. 

With your permission, I will come back later—and I know mem¬ 
bers of the panel will—to discuss the events in some detail, but for 
now I would like simply to establish, as I said, when you were in¬ 
formed of them. 

With that, let me begin with this question: Mr. Secretary, when 
were you first informed that the President of the United States 
had signed a covert action Finding authorizing the sale of U.S. 
arms to Iran? 

Secretary Shultz. On Novemoer 10, 1986, at a meeting in the 
Oval Office with the President’s principal advisers during a brief¬ 
ing by Admiral Poindexter on what had transpired over the past 
year or so. 

Mr. Belnick. Mr. Secretary when were you informed that there 
was more than one such covert action Finding signed by the Presi¬ 
dent? 

Secretary Shultz. When I was testifying before the Senate Select 
Committee on Intelligence, I believe it was Senator Cohen, during 
the question period, asked me about a January 6th Finding. And I 
said to him, “Senator, I think you must be thinking of the January 
17th Finding.” I believe that was you. And you said, “No, January 
6th.” I said, “Well, that is the first I've heard of a January 6th 
Finding.” So that is when I heard about it. 

Mr. Belnick. When were you first informed, Mr. Secretary, that 
the President had signed also a third Finding on December 5, 1985? 

Secretary Shultz. When it emerged in the course of these hear¬ 
ings. 

Mr. Belnick. Mr. Secretary, when were you first informed that 
this nation had sold weapons directly to Iran? 
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Secretary Shultz. Well, it depends upon what you consider being 
informed. But when this all started to break in very early Novem¬ 
ber, 1986, there were press reports of arms sales tnat seemed au¬ 
thoritative, and so that was my information literally on an arms 
sale from the United States to Iran. 

Mr. Belnick. Prior to then, prior to those reports in the press, 
had any member of the U.S. Government informed you that the 
United States had sold weapons directly from the United States to 
Iran? 

Secretary Shultz. No. 

Mr. Belnick. Mr. Secretary, when were you first informed of the 
McFarlane mission to Tehran? 

Secretary Shultz. It was after the mission, but I think shortly 
after it was completed. 

Mr. Belnick. And were you given the details of the mission at 
that time? 

Secretary Shultz. I was told that it had fizzled and that with 
those events in mind, the fizzling of that initiative, that the whole 
project had been told to stand down. 

Mr. Belnick. Were you told at that time that Mr. McFarlane 
had brought U.S. weapons with him to Tehran? 

Secretary Shultz. No. 

Mr. Belnick. Mr. Secretary of State, when were you first in¬ 
formed that Country Number Two, a major Middle Eastern nation, 
>"had provided $31 million to the Nicaraguan Democratic Resistance, 
which I shall refer to as the Contras, between 1984 and 1985? 

Secretary Shultz. In June—I think it was June 16th, according 
to my records, I received a telephone call, a secure phone call, from 
Mr. McFarlane, who gave me that information. 

Mr. Belnick. June 16 of v?hat year, sir? 

Secretary Shultz. 1986. 

Mr. Belnick. When were you first informed that Country 
Number Three had contributed $2 million to the Contras in 1985? 

Secretary Shultz. I have to get out your code here. - 

Mr. Belnick. Yes, sir. 

Secretary Shultz. I was—this -has emerged here during the 
course of the hearings, and that is as I learned it. 

Mr. Belnick. You never were informed of that fact prior to these 
hearings? 

Secretary Shultz. No. 

Mr. Belnick. Mr. Secretary, when were you first informed that 
Country Number Four had been solicited by the NSC staff to pro¬ 
vide lethal assistance to the Contras in 1984? 

Secretary Shultz. I—these things have all emerged during the 
hearings. That is when I learned of them. 

Mr. Belnick. Mr. Secretary, when were you first informed that 
U.S. negotiations with the second channel in the early autumn of 
1986 had produced an agreement on a so-called nine-point agenda 
which provided for additional arms sales to Iran in exchange for 
hostages and which contained provisions also with respect to ac¬ 
tions directed at the Government of Iraq? 

Secretary Shultz. On December 13th of 1986. But if I may inter¬ 
rupt your questioning, I would like to expand on that. 

Mr. Belnick. Please. 
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Secretary Shultz. In the course of the effort to come to grips 
with what was taking place, the President put the management of 
Iran matters into my hands by that time. This—we are talking in 
December; sort of at first a little bit“,"but then lof sure. 

And I discovered that the CIA had a meeting scheduled with an 
Iranian for that date; and so we considered what to do, and we de¬ 
cided that we should go ahead with that meeting, that the CIA rep¬ 
resentative, who was scheduled to be the representative there, Mr. 
Cave, should go, but we would have accompanying him Mr. Charles 
Dunbar, who is a Foreign Service officer and Farsi speaker. And 
we would have instructions carefully written designed to use the 
meeting as a means to tell that channel that there would be no 
more arms sales discussed in that channel or anywhere else, but 
we wanted to get it through that way as well as other ways. 

At the meeting, the message was delivered, but also as our repre¬ 
sentative listened, there were—it was back and forth discussion 
about this agenda, nine-point agenda. And so gradually then and in 
discussion with Mr. Cave, Mr. Dunbar got a reasonable idea of 
what was on this agenda. And then he called that back on Decem¬ 
ber 13th, which was a Saturday, to the Department, and I saw it on 
Saturday afternoon, and it was astonishing. 

So I called the President, or I called the White House to get an 
appointment with the President, and there was a lot of back and 
forth, what did I want to see him about, and so on, and I didn’t 
seem to be getting an appointment right away. So I picked up the 
phone Sunday morning, and I called the President. I said, “Mr. 
President, I have something I should bring over here and tell you 
about right now.” So he said, “Fine, come over.” He happened to 
be in Washington. 

I went up to the family quarters, and A1 Keel, who was then 
Acting National Security Adviser, went with me at my request. 
And I told the President the items on this agenda, including such 
things as doing something about the Dawa prisoners, which made 
me sick to my stomach that anybody would talk about that as 
something we would consider doing. And the President was aston¬ 
ished, and I have never seen him so mad. He is a very genial, 
pleasant man and doesn’t—very easy going. But his jaws set and 
his eyes flashed, and both of us, I think, felt the same way about it, 
and I think in that meeting I finally felt that the President deeply 
understands that something is r adi c ally w r ong here; - 

There's more to all this than that, but 1 thought it was impor¬ 
tant to expand on that, because that was not just another event in 
chronology that you are going through. 

Mr. Belnick. It is an important event, Mr. Secretapr. We will 
come back to it later. Senator Rudman will be questioning you fur¬ 
ther about that event during his period with you. 

Mr. Secretary, you have testified to facts which on one interpre¬ 
tation would indicate that you and the State Department were kept 
in the dark regarding the Iran initiative and matters pertaining to 
the Contras by those who knew the facts. 

On the other hand, there has been testimony here recently by 
Admiral Poindexter, for example, that to the extent you were not 
informed it was because you asked not to know or to be involved 
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particularly with the Iran initiative after you lost the argument 
with the President regarding that initiative. 

In particular, Admiral Poindexter testified that he did not with¬ 
hold anything from you that you did not want withheld from you. 
With this in mind, Mr. Secretary, this testimony in mind, let me 
ask you, first, whether you ever told Admiral Poindexter or any 
other member of the adminstration that you did not want to be 
kept informed of the Iran initiative? 

Secretary Shultz. I never made such a statement. What I did 
say to Admiral Poindexter was that I wanted to be informed of the 
things I needed to know to do my job as Secretary of State. 

But he didn’t need to keep me posted on the details, the oper¬ 
ational details of what he was doing. That is what I told him. 

Now, the reason for that was—I’m not—that is the gist of what I 
told him. I don’t remember the exact words I used, but that was 
about it. The reason for that was that there had been a great 
amount of discussion of leaks in the administration, justifiably so. 

I think it is a terrible thing that goes on in Washington, leaks 
from everywhere, constantly, and we are all very concerned about 
it. And there had been, in connection with what to do about it, dis¬ 
cussion of the idea of giving very large numbers of people who 
were—who had access to classified information, lie detector tests 
on a regular, random basis, which I opposed. 

While I was on a trip abroad in the latter part of 1985, a direc¬ 
tive encompassing that idea was signed. So I didn’t comment on it 
when I was abroad, but when I got back here I did comment on it, 
registered my opposition, talked to the President about it, and it 
got changed. 

Now that, I recognized, put me at odds with the intelligence and 
national security community, to put it mildly. 

So I—what exactly would be done—and I am sure we will go into 
this—after the January meeting remained to be seen. But in terms 
of particulars, like who is going to go someplace to meet somebody 
and so forth, all of this kind of operational thing, it seemed to me, 
in the light of the suspicion cast on me as a result—and the hostili¬ 
ty—that I would not know that. So I felt it would probably leak, 
and then it wouldn’t be my leak. 

So that was the background of this. It had to do with the prob¬ 
lem of leaks. 

But that doesn’t mean that I just bowed out insofar as major 
things having to do with our foreign policy are concerned. 

And then your previous question, the things that were being 
talked about, to consider that that statement would mean that I 
shouldn’t be informed of things like that is ridiculous. 

Mr. Belnick. The main events you wanted to be kept informed 
of? 

Secretary Shultz. Yes. 

Mr. Belnick. And that was true not only with respect to Iran, 
but with respect to all areas of foreign relations activity, including 
activities engaged in by the NSC staff in Central America? 

Secretary Shultz. Not only did I want to be informed, but when 
I found out things, sometimes by chance, I did my best to act on 
those things. 
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Mr. Belnick. With these claims in mind, and Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter’s testimony, let me review- 

Secretary Shultz. They are not claims. They are just descrip¬ 
tions of what I said and my view of what I said. 

Mr. Belnick. Yes, sir. 

Let me review certain events with you. 

Do you recall, Mr. Secretary, being briefed by Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter when he was about to assume the position of National Secu¬ 
rity Adviser on December 5, 1985, concerning the Iran initiative? 

Secretary Shultz. Yes. He called me on the secure phone and 
gave me a lengthy briefing, and I felt very good about it, and I re¬ 
marked to my executive assistant, who was there, that he told me 
more than I had known before of what went on in the latter half of 
1985, and I felt this was a good thing and we were off to a good 
start. 

Mr. Belnick. Do you recall what you told Admiral Poindexter 
about your views concerning the Iran initiative as he described it 
to you in that briefing? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, I told him that I thought it was a very 
bad idea, that I was opposed to it. That doesn’t mean I was—I was not 
in favor of doing things that had any potential for rearranging the 
behavior of Iran and our relationship with Iran, but I was very 
much opposed to arms sales in connection with that. 

Mr. Belnick. Did you tell him at that time that, in your view, 
the proposed policy amounted to paying for hostages and had to be 
stopped? 

Secretary Shultz. Yes. 

Mr. Belnick. In that same conversation, sir, on December 5, the 
day that Admiral Poindexter briefed you on the initiative, did he 
tell you that on the very same day the President had signed a 
Covert Action Finding authorizing an arms shipment to Iran? 

Secretary Shultz. No. 

Mr. Belnick. Did Admiral Poindexter brief you about that Find¬ 
ing 2 days later, on December 7, 1985, when you met at the White 
House with the President and other senior officials to discuss 
whether the proposed initiative ought to go forward? 

Secretary Shultz. No. That was—I'm sure that was not men¬ 
tioned in that session. 

Mr. Belnick. We will return to that December 7 meeting subse¬ 
quently. 

_But let me ask yo u now a bout a subsequent m eeting w ith the 

President and other senior U.S. officials on January 7, 1986, also 
concerning the Iran initiative and whether it ought to go forward. 

Were you informed by Admiral Poindexter at that January 7 
meeting that just 1 day earlier, on January 6, the President had 
signed another Finding with respect to arms shipments to Iran 
from the United States? 

Secretary Shultz. That was never mentioned in that meeting. 

Mr. Belnick. Then 10 days later, on January 17, 1986, according 
to the chronology, you attended a family group luncheon with Ad¬ 
miral Poindexter and others, at which tnere was a discussion of the 
legality and wisdom of the proposed Iran initiative. 

I understand you argued at that luncheon that the initiative, in 
your view, would be both unwise and unlawful? 
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Secretary Shultz. That is correct. I came back to my office, and I 
told my assistant that we had had another discussion of this, and I 
had once again said that I thought it was illegal and unwise. 

Mr. Belnick. Am I correct, sir, that at this January 17 luncheon 

- the admiral did not inform you that on that same day,-January 17,_ 

the President had signed the third of the Findings authorizing U.S. 
arms shipments to Iran? 

Secretary Shultz. I would hardly have come back from the meet¬ 
ing saying that it was illegal if I had been informed that the Attor¬ 
ney General had provided a proper legal basis for proceeding. 

Mr. Belnick. And do you recall another briefing listed on the 
chronology by Admiral Poindexter, a month later, on February 28, 
in which he discussed the hostage situation and advised you then 
of a possible high-level meeting between Bud McFarlane and cer¬ 
tain Iranian representatives? 

Secretary Shultz. Yes, I do. He told me that as a result of the 
discussions they had been having, that the Iranians had said they 
wanted a high-level meeting, and if there were a proper high-level 
meeting discussing our future possible relationships, that would be 
the occasion in which the hostages would be released. 

I said, well, that sounds almost too good to be true, but anyway, 
if that’s the case, I’m in favor of it. But I said I would—I believed 
that—he told me that Mr. McFarlane had been selected by the 
White House to conduct this mission, but I believed there should be 
written instructions, and ;hat was agreed to, and so-called Terms of 
Reference were drawn up, which I saw and which I thought were 
fine. 

Mr. Belnick. Did those Terms of Reference or instructions that 
you saw say anything about delivering U.S. weapons to Iran at that 
time or in connection with a McFarlane meeting? 

Secretary Shultz. I believe they had at the end of them the sug¬ 
gestion that at some future time under the right circumstances it 
would be possible to resume an arms sale relationship and of 
course we have always token the position that if we have an end to 
the Iran-Iraq war and an end to terrorism coming from Iran and so 
on, well, then, we could resume the relationship that we had had 
at an earlier time possibly. 

Mr. Belnick. Did Admiral Poindexter tell you that the agenda 
for any meeting between Mr. McFarlane and Iranian representa¬ 
tives would include current deliveries of U.S. arms? 

Secretary Shultz. No, in fact I regarded this written Terms of 
- R e f e r e nce that I asked t o he d r a wn up , and which I reviewed, ah a 
kind of reassurance to me that after all of the discussion, this nego¬ 
tiation had been taking place in a manner consistent with what I 
thought was proper, and I thought, well, maybe I won the argu¬ 
ment after all with the President. 

Mr. Belnick. In that light, did Admiral Poindexter tell you on 
February 28 that only 1 day before, that is on February 27, the 
United States had shipped 500 TOWs, TOW missiles to Iran, and 
that about 10 days earlier the United States had also shipped 500 
TOW missiles to Iran? 

Secretory Shultz. No, he did not. 

Mr. Belnick. Did Admiral Poindexter tell you or inform you of 
the scheduled date for McFarlane’s trip to meet with the Iranians? 
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Secretary Shultz. Well, what I was first told was that this was 
scheduled to be in Frankfurt, and I have forgotten whether there 
was a precise date attached to it, but the following month, I think, 
accordmg to my records, on March 11, he called me and said that 

the discuss ion nad continued and the Iranians wanted to meet on- 

an island in the Persian Gulf and that in the end the meeting 
hadn’t come off, and 1 got the impression because Mr. McFarlane 
objected to it. r _ 

Mr. Belnick. Were you told by Admiral Poindexter that the trip . 
was off, period? 

Secretary Shultz. So it was off. 

Mr. Belnick. Did there come a time, Mr. Secretary, in May 1986, 
when you were advised by the U.S. Ambassador to Great Britain of 
an approach to a British entrepreneur by Mr. Nir about getting in¬ 
volved in an arms deal to Iran which had White House approval, 
which supposedly had White House approval, which had John 
Poindexter as the point man and which included participants such 
as Mr. Adnan Khashoggi and Mr. Ghorbanifar? 

Secretary Shultz. Yes. I was in Tokyo for the economic summit 
taking place there in early May, and I received a cable from the 
Under Secretary of State, Mr. Armacost, who had been called by 
Ambassador Price, Ambassador Price reporting a conversation that 
had been volunteered to an officer in the Embassy in London. 

The officer, obviously, having reported it to Ambassador Price. And 
the cable, detailed more or less what you said. I received it there in 
Tokyo. 

Mr. Belnick. And if you look in your exhibit book, please, Mr. 
Secretary, at exhibit GrS-20, is that a copy of the cable that you 
received? 

Secretary Shultz. Yes. 

Mr. Belnick. We know from prior testimony that you have given 
that once you received this information, you spoke to Don Regan, 
the President’s Chief of Staff, and Admiral Poindexter; am I cor¬ 
rect? 

Secretary Shultz. That is correct. 

Mr. Belnick. I understand that in those conversations you ob¬ 
jected strongly to any such deal, to the United States being in¬ 
volved, insisted that if there was such an operation, it be called off 
and warned that the President was seriously exposed and at risk if 
this information you had received was true. 

Is that a fair summary? 

Secretary Shul tz . Yes, that is a fair s ummary. You can imagin e- 

how I felt when I read this cable. And so I—in the way we were 
staying, we were in the Okura Hotel and I was in one area of the 
hotel and the President and his immediate staff, including Mr. 
Regan and Admiral Poindexter, were in another part. 

So I just walked over to the President’s part of the hotel to talk 
to whoever was available; we were getting ready for the next meet¬ 
ing of the summit meetings, and I found first Mr. Regan and then 
Admiral Poindexter. I wasn’t able to reach the President. And I 
went through this and I said, “Well, that is what you said.” 

Don Regan seemed to me to be very upset about it, said he would 
take it up with the President when he saw him at his own staff 
time, later told me that the President was upset and this was not 
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anything he knew about, and Admiral Poindexter told me, I think 
his words were something like “We are not dealing with these 
people. This is not our deal.” 

He told Ambassador Price, who called him, that there was, I 

-think his words were “only a smidgen of truth in it,” something 

like that. 

Mr. Belnick. So was it your impression from what Admiral Poin- 
— — dexter told you that there was no t ruth to the information you re¬ 
ceived, that we were not involved inthatkind of transaction? 

Secretary Shultz. I couldn’t know whether or no'; the people 
mentioned were involved in some kind of transaction^ obviously, 
but from what Admiral Poindexter told me, I concluded that, as he 
said, this is not our deal, it may be going on, but it is nothing we 
have to do with. So the representations that this is something that 
has been explicitly endorsed by the U.S. Government were wrong. 

Mr. Belnick. Well, when Admiral Poindexter told you that this 
was not our deal in that conversation, which I understand from the 
chronology was on May 4, 1986, did he inform you that our deal 
involved an upcoming mission, which by then had been resched¬ 
uled to Tehran, which would be led by Bud McFarlane which 
would include a shipment of HAWK spare parts to Iran? 

Secretary Shultz. No. 

Mr. Belnick. Now, the conversation again between you and Ad¬ 
miral Poindexter about the information from the London Embassy 
was on May 4, 1986. With that in mind, sir, would you please turn 
to exhibit 21, GPS-21 in your book. That exhibit, Mr. Secretary, is 
a PROF note from Admiral Poindexter to Oliver North sent 1 day 
after you informed him of the information that you had learned 
from the London Embassy and after he told you that there was no 
truth to it or that it was not our deal. In that PROF message sent 
on May 5, 1986, Mr. Poindexter- 

Secretary Shultz. I must have the wrong one. 

Mr. Belnick. It is GPS-21. 

Secretary Shultz. That’s what I’ve got here. Go ahead. 

Mr. Belnick. Do you have it now? 

Secretary Shultz. This says, “Note from John Poindexter. Have 
you talked to Casey about this?” 

Mr. Belnick. That’s the bottom one. I’m referring to the note on 
top. There are two notes on that page. I don’t want the one on 
bottom—the one on the top. In that note from Poindexter to North 
on May 5, 1986, he instructed North to bypass the London Embassy 
during the trip to London, and he said, quote, “Do not let anybody 
know that you are in London or that you are going there, do not 
have any contact with the Embassy.” That as I said was one day 
after you informed Admiral Poindexter that the London Embassy 
had informed you of the approach to the British entrepreneur. I 
take it that Admiral Poindexter did not tell you that he had imme¬ 
diately instructed Colonel North to bypass the London Embassy. 

Secretary Shultz. No, he didn’t. 

Mr. Belnick. Also, Mr. Secretary, if I could, let me ask you to 
turn to exhibit 24. That exhibit, sir, is a PROF note dated May 17, 
1986, a few weeks after your conversation in Tokyo. It is a PROF 
note from Oliver North to Admiral Poindexter about the McFar¬ 
lane trip to Tehran which was then being planned and about to lift off, 
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and you will notice that near the end of that PROF note Colonel 
North suggests to Admiral Poindexter that there be a quiet meet¬ 
ing with Bud McFarlane and the President prior to the departure 
of the mission, and he queries whether the participants in that sug¬ 
gested meeting ought to include you and Secretary of Defense and 
the DCI. Do you see that? 

Secretary Shultz. Yes, I see that. 

Mr. Belnick. If you turn please to the next exhibit GPS-25, you 
will see Admiral Poindexter’s reply to that suggestion in the last 
sentence of the PROF messages that he sends back, and I quote, “I 
don’t want a meeting with RR, Shultz, and Weinberger.” I take it 
you were unaware of this exchange as well? 

Secretary Shultz. Obviously. 

Mr. Belnick. And again, sir, when you spoke to Don Regan and 
Admiral Poindexter at the summit in May of 1986, about this infor¬ 
mation, nobody told you that a few weeks later the former Nation¬ 
al Security Adviser was heading to Iran with U.S. arms? 

Secretary Shultz. No, they did not. 

Mr. Belnick. Now, sir, there came a time on July 26, 1986, that 
Admiral Poindexter, according to the chronology, advised you of 
the release from captivity of Father Jenco. Did the admiral inform 
you that this release had been achieved in any way as a result of 
the U.S. Iran initiative? 

Secretary Shultz. No. 

Mr. Belnick. At that time, sir, in fact were you operating under 
the assumption that there was no initiative? 

Secretary Shultz. I was operating under the assumption after 
the stand-down discussion that we would continue to work at the 
problems presented by Iran, and we had normal ways of doing that. 
And I think by that time we had initiated one additional one that 
you never know what may have some promise, but, anyway, it was 
a different and official proper way of trying to have a sensible dis¬ 
course with them. 

So that I didn’t assume that we had lost interest in the Iran 
problem, we didn’t, we never lost interest in it, but it is a question 
of how you do it. 

Mr. Belnick. By the way, the stand-down discussion was in late 
May or early June 1986, am I right? 

Secretary Shultz. That’s my recollection. I don’t have a note in 
my records about it, but that is my, what is in my head. 

Mr. Belnick. But you understood when Admiral Poindexter told 
you that the people involved had been told to stand down that it 
was over? 

Secretary Shultz. Yes. 

Mr. Belnick. Now Admiral Poindexter has testified that in par¬ 
lance, the term “stand down” means that there’s only a temporary 
hiatus, it is an intermission. But that’s not how you understood it. 

Secretary Shultz. That’s not how I understood it, but I’m not, 
I'm a Marine, I’m not a Navy man. So I may be wrong about that. 

Somebody looked it up in the dictionary, though. 

Mr. Belnick. What did they find? 

Secretary Shultz. Stand down means it’s done, according to the 
dictionary. 
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Mr. Belnick. A dictionary does not take sides between the serv¬ 
ices. 

Secretary Shultz. That’s not necessarily a naval dictionary. I 
accede to Admiral Poindexter on that, but, what I understood that 
to mean was that this has been conducted and worked at and they 
went all the way to Tehran, and it fizzled. So, enough. 

Mr. Belnick. Whether Army, Navy, or Marines, the admiral did 
not say to you we expect this to be rejuvenated within the next sev¬ 
eral weeks or any particular point in time? 

Secretary Shultz. No. Although the initiative or effort that I 
mentioned a moment ago I think was something that he suggested, 
and I thought it was a good suggestion. I worked on it and a few of 
the key people who knew a lot about Iran in the State Department 
worked on it, and so it wasn’t as though things were dead, as I 
said. 

Mr. Belnick. But to be clear, as I understand your testimony, 
and please correct me if I’m wrong, this other initiative did not in¬ 
clude or envision arms shipments to Iran? 

Secretary Shultz. No. 

Mr. Belnick. Mr. Secretary, you testified earlier when we began 
this line of questioning that you had told Admiral Poindexter that 
while you didn’t need to be informed of what you called operation¬ 
al details, you did want and need to be kept informed of those facts 
which you needed in order to do your job, correct? 

Secretary Shultz. Correct. 

Mr. Belnick. Sir, in order to do your job as the nation’s chief 
diplomat and as a statutory member of the National Security 
Council at a time when, through Operation Staunch, you were in 
charge of attempting to persuade our allies and other nations 
throughout the world not to sell arms to Iran, did you need to 
know that the United States itself was selling arms to Iran, that 
the President had signed Covert Action Findings authorizing those 
sales and that the President’s former National Security Adviser 
was in Tehran on a diplomatic mission, bringing with him the first 
installment on a delivery of U.S. HAWK parts? 

Did you need to know those facts? 

Secretary Shultz. Certainly. 

One of the many arguments that I used, and Secretary Wein¬ 
berger used, in opposing having an arms sale dimension to the Iran 
initiative—one of the ari^uments—was that we felt that one way of 
getting the Iran-Iraq war to come to an end was to do everything 
we could to deny weapons to the country that was refusing to come 
to an end, and so we had a rather vigorous program called Oper¬ 
ation Staunch. 

Ambassador Fairbanks was in charge of it for a while and when 
he left Ed Derwinski, now Under Secretary of State, then counselor, 
was put in charge of it, and we made a very considerable effort to 
persuade people, and with some success. 

Mr. Belnick. Were there any facts, Mr. Secretary, concerning 
the Iran initiative that you chose not to know and wanted not to 
know? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, I chose not to know the operational de¬ 
tails of how they were arranging meetings and so on, and I think 
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Admiral Poindexter, if he understood that he didn’t need to tell me 
about that, was perfectly proper. 

On the other hand, wnen you go beyond that into these more 
substantive matters, that’s a different matter altogether. 

Mr. Belnick. Mr. Secretary- 

Secretary Shultz. At least that’s the way I saw it. He obviously 
saw it a different way. 

Mr. Belnick. Mr. Secretary, now I would like to turn in greater 
detail to your recollection of the key events, some of which we have 
summarized, involving U.S. policy toward the Nicaraguan opposi¬ 
tion and the Iran initiative in the period 1984 through 1986. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to start with events involving sup¬ 
port for the Nicaraguan opposition, and specifically non-U.S. Gov¬ 
ernment support for the Contras. And, again, these events are sum¬ 
marized in the chronology which is GPS exhibit A. 

Mr. Secretary, you recall discussions in the spring of 1984, in our 
government in wnich you participated, concerning seeking support 
for the Contras from certain third countries, correct? 

Secretary Shultz. Yes. 

Mr. Belnick. And one of those countries, as the chronology indi¬ 
cates, is the country we have given the number one to, and you op¬ 
posed going to Country One for Contra assistance, am I correct, as 
well? 

Secretary Shultz. Yes, I did. 

Mr. Belnick. And by April 18th of 1984, according to the chro¬ 
nology, you had made clear to Bud McFarlane, who was then the 
National Security Adviser, that you were opposed to approaching 
Country One for Contra assistance, correct? 

Secretary Shultz. Yes. 

Mr. Belnick. You had also said and expressed your position that 
in no event would you agree to the U.S. Government serving as an 
intermediary or a conduit for aid to the Contras from any third- 
country source; is that correct? 

Secretary Shultz. That’s correct, and I questioned— without 
being a lawyer, I questioned the legality of any such arrangement. 

Mr. Belnick. Now, after expressing that position—those posi¬ 
tions, rather—did you then learn in May 1984, from our Embassy 
in Country Number One that Mr. Teicher of the National Security 
Council staff had, in fact, approached Country Number One for a 
contribution to the Nicaraguan opposition and had said that the 
U.S. Government would serve as a conduit for any such contribu¬ 
tion? 

Secretary Shultz. Yes. We had that from the Ambassador, Am¬ 
bassador Sam Lewis. 

Mr. Belnick. Prior to that, did you have any information from 
the National Security Adviser or staff that a member of that staff 
was going to make this approach, the same approach that you had 
expressed opposition to? 

Secretary Shultz. No, I didn’t. 

Mr. Belnick. I understand that after you learned'from our Em¬ 
bassy of the information, that you saw Mr. McFarlane at the White 
House at the beginning of May and confronted him with what you 
had learned, correct? 

Secretary Shultz. That’s right. I objected to it. 
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Mr. Belnick. And what did Mr. McFarlane tell you regarding 
what you had learned of Mr. Teicher’s approach and suggestion 
that the U.S. Government serve as a conduit for any contribution 
from Country One? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, as I recall,-and I think my notes to this 
effect are that he said that Mr. Teicher was there, was not operat¬ 
ing on instructions, he was there on his own hook. 

Mr. Belnick. Subsequently, did you hear otherwise as to whether 
Mr. Teicher was there on his own hook? 

Secretary Shultz. Mr. Teicher, as I am remembering it, this is 
all something that can be looked up in these records, but as I re¬ 
member, Mr. Teicher went to Ambassador Lewis and said that he 
wanted Ambassador Lewis to know that he was there under in¬ 
structions. 

Mr. Belnick. And that what he had said was the result of strict 
instructions he had received? 

Secretary Shultz. Right. That is what Teicher told Ambassador 
Lewis. 

Mr. Belnick. I gather, then, Mr. McFarlane did not tell you at 
the time, after he told you that Teicher was there on hia own hook, 
that he had both asked Mr. Teicher to make the approach to Coun¬ 
try Number One and that after you had expressed opposition to 
any such approach by April 18, Mr. McFarlane had sent Mr. 
Teicher back to the official of Country Number One with further 
instructions to make another approach. I take it you were not in¬ 
formed of that? 

Secretary Shultz. No, I wasn’t. 

Mr. Belnick. In that connection, sir, would you please look at ex¬ 
hibit no. 58 in your book, which is a redacted version of a memo¬ 
randum from Mr. McFarlane to Mr. Teicher dated April 20, 1984, 
and I can represent to you that the country name, which is blocked 
out, is the name of Country Number One. 

Mr. McFarlane, under the heading “Help with the Contras," said 
to Mr. Teicher on April 20, “As we discussed, please reaffirm to the 
official of Country Number One as he has already heard, one, we 
will not press them on the question of assistance, to the Contras; 
two, it is an important matter to us, and we face a temporary 
shortfall in goods; three, we are of course very conscious of the vul¬ 
nerability it would create for the Government of Country Number 
One; four, if they should decide that they could help, it ought to be 
done bilaterally although we would be pleased to provide a point of 
contact," which is blacked out, “five, please also let it be known 
that in your view I am a little bit disappointed in the outcome, but 
we will not raise it further.” 

Was that an approach which you had authorized, Mr. Secretary? 

Secretary Shultz. No. 

Mr. Belnick. Was that an approach you were informed of? 

Secretary Shultz. No. 

Mr. Belnick. Have you ever learned of it before now? 

Secretary Shultz. No. This is just stuff coming out here. 

Mr. Belnick. I would like to turn your attention now, Mr. Secre¬ 
tary, to an NSPG, National Security Planning Group, meeting, 
which took place on June 25, 1984. You have in one of the books, I 
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hope before you, excerpts of the minutes of that meeting which are 
still—it is one of the thin ones. That is too thick. 

Secretary Shultz. These are your books. 

Mr. Belnick. I take no responsibility. 

Secretary Shultz. Tell me where to look. 

Mr. Belnick. I will inform you that I didn’t put those books to¬ 
gether. These are excerpts of the minutes of the NSPG of June 25, 
1984. They are still classified, but they can be referred to for pur¬ 
poses of refreshing recollection. The subject of that meeting was 
the situation in Central America and specifically, insofar as we 
have excerpted the discussion, whether to obtain third-country sup¬ 
port for the Contras. Am I correct that your position at that meet¬ 
ing on June 25, 1984, was that you did not believe it would be 
lawful at that time to seek third-country assistance for the Nicara¬ 
guan opposition? 

Secretary Shultz. That is correct. What I must have had in 
mind is that there would be ways of doing it that would be unlaw¬ 
ful, and I perhaps had—I am not sure about this—but in my mind, 
the proposal that I had seen was for us to be essentially a conduit. 

Mr. Belnick. Did you have a view then as to the wisdom of the 
policy of approaching third countries for assistance at that time, 
June, 1984? 

Secretary Shultz. I am a very strong supporter of the idea of 
helping those people in Nicaragua who are ready to fight for the 
freedom and independence of their country to do so. And I am con¬ 
vinced that it is very much in the interest of the United States and 
of the new democracies in Central America to provide that kind of 
help, and I hope and pray that when we come to act on this 
matter, we will continue to do what was put into place last year. So 
I have always been a very strong supporter. 

My feeling always has been that in the end, to provide that kind 
of support that really will do the job, it will be necessary to do it 
with the support of the Congress. I felt, and feel today, that the 
Nicaraguan Democratic Resistance is a genuine force and that 
somehow they would hold themselves together, and as Tony Motley 
put it, they could rustle up their own money somehow, at least 
enough to keep going. 

But our major concern should be to conduct ourselves so that we 
maximize the chance of persuading the Congress to come back on 
board and give support. And I felt that if we, if we actively solicit¬ 
ed third countries, we would be cutting against those objectives in 
our arguments with the Congress, and beyond that it seemed to me 
that since this is a matter of vital interest to the United States, we 
couldn’t, we didn’t want to get ourselves in the position where we 
have to rely on what we can persuade other people to do to serve 
our vital interests. We have to step up to those ourselves. That was 
my thinking. 

Mr. Belnick. On the legal side, did you conclude and express the 
view at the NSPG meeting that you ought to get an opinion from 
the Attorney General as to whether the United States could help 
the Contras with assistance from third countries? 

Secretary Shultz. Yes. There was a back-and-forth argument 
about the subject of legality, and I am always a little hesitant to 
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express myself on those subjects surrounded by lawyers, as I am 
here and everywhere. 

Mr. Belnick. Sir, there is never enough. 

Secretary Shultz. But I have noticed in my—I have noticed in 
my experience in the Government that when you go to an official, 
professional lawyer- 

Mr. Belnick. Uh-oh. 

Secretary Shultz, —who is holding office and you say, “I want an 
opinion, I want you to write it down and sign your name to it,” 
that that gets their attention: It is better than a casual, you know, 
“I guess it is OK” kind of thing.. 

So I said, “Well, let’s have a formal opinion, and then we will 
know what we can do and what we can’t do.” 

Mr. Belnick. Do you recall what Mr. Meese, who was not Attor¬ 
ney General at that time, but who was present at the meeting, do 
you recall what Mr. Meese counseled with respect to obtaining an 
opinion from the Attorney General? 

Secretary Shultz. No, I don’t recall the sort of back-and-forth of 
discussion particularly. It was quite a while ago. 

Mr. Belnick. Would you look at page 4, please, of the excerpts of 
that meeting and tell me whether it refreshes your recollection, the 
top of page 4, under the heading, “Mr. Meese,” whether it re¬ 
freshes your recollection of the comments that Mr. Meese made 
about going to the Attorney General for an opinion. 

Secretary Shultz. I don’t remember that, but I see that he is 
saying, “We want to tell the Justice Department we want a proper 
and legal basis, so I don’t have any objection to that.” But I don’t 
remember that. 

Mr. Belnick. Do you recall that Mr. Meese also indicated that if 
you went to the Department of Justice for an opinion, it would be 
important to tell the Department of Justice where you wanted to 
come out? 

Secretary Shultz. No, I don’t recall that he said that. Maybe you 
can get that implication from that sentence, but I don’t think 
that—I don’t remember that at all. 

Mr. Belnick. All right, sir. 

Do you recall that at the conclusion- 

Secretary Shultz. Actually, I don’t think that it works that way. 
At least based on my experience. I remember a time I think I was 
the Director of the Budget and one of the big issues at the time 
was impoundment and Presidential authority to impound funds. 

I see some of the old timers here remembering that fight or 
issue. 

And the—it was obvious that the President had the right—going 
back to George Washington, had impounded funds that the Con¬ 
gress had appropriated, but the authority had been used sparingly, 
so it had never been a subject of much debate. But there was in 
mind an effort to use it much more aggressively, in an effort to cut 
down spending, which we were trying to do. 

Sounds familiar, doesn’t it? And the question was whether the 
President could refuse to spend funds that the Congress had appro¬ 
priated, could impound them. 

So the answer seemed to be, well, let’s make it—be sure we are 
legal, we will ask the Justice Department for a proper and legal 
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basis, and so we would ask our good friend, who was the Assistant 
Attorney General for whatever it is called, Legal Rulings, or what¬ 
ever, to do it. And so they did put the question to that man, who 
happened to be Bill Renhquist. 

And they got back an answer that they really didn’t want. So 
that registered, as you can see, very deeply with me and that is 
why I say that you take a top-notch lawyer who is in office and you 
ask him for a written opinion that he signs his name to, that is a 
pretty good way to proceed. 

Mr. Belnick. OK. 

And at the end of the June 1984 meeting, as I understand it, Mr. 
McFarlane proposed that things be held in abeyance and that there 
be no authority for anyone to seek third country support for the 
Contras pending receipt of an opinion from the Attorney General? 

Secretary Shultz. I believe that is right. 

Mr. Belnick. While Mr. McFarlane so proposed at that time, Mr. 
Secretary, did he inform you that at the same time, or thereabouts, 
that he, Mr. McFarlane, had met with an official of Country 
Number Two and obtained a contribution of $1 million per month 
for the Contra cause? 

Secretary Shultz. No, he didn’t. 

Mr. Belnick. And is it the fact, sir, that the same information 
was withheld from the State Department when the Under Secretary 
of State, Mr. Armacost, asked Mr. McFarlane on August 7, 1984, 
how the Contras were being funded? 

Secretary Shultz. We were having a discussion of that fact 
among a group of people, and I have some notes on that that says 
who, but Mr. Armacost did raise the question where are they get¬ 
ting the money and Mr. McFarlane said he didn’t know. But they 
seemed to have money coming in at a rate of about a million dollar 
a month. 

We didn’t think that was particularly surprising. That is, it 
seemed to us quite possible that the Freedom Fighters could raise 
that much money. 

Chairman Hamilton. Excuse me, Mr. Secretary, Mr. Belnick. A 
vote is pending in the House, so House Members will be leaving to 
vote. I think we should continue with the questions. 

You may proceed. 

Mr. Belnick. Yes, sir. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Did you ever receive the legal opinion from the Attorney General 
that was discussed at the June 1984 meeting? 

Secretary Shultz. No. The subject seemed to die down. 

Mr. Belnick. Do you know if the opinion was formally sought 
from the Justice Department? 

Secretary Shultz. I don’t. 

Mr. Belnick. I would now like to turn, Mr. Secretary, to another 
NSPG meeting which occurred almost exactly 2 years later, the 
minutes of which are excerpted in the same book. That meeting 
was held on May 16, 1986, and the subject was again the need for 
money to sustain the Contras at that time. 

Now, at that meeting, as I read the notes, you were a forceful 
proponent of soliciting third-country assistance for the Contras, 
even as a more desirable alternative for the temporary period, for 
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the bridge period than trying to rely on getting reprogrammed 
funds from Congress. 

And my question, if that is a fair characterization of your posi¬ 
tion, is why your views had so changed in the 2 years between 
June 1984 and now, May 1986? 

Secretapr Shultz. The whole atmosphere had changed. Congres¬ 
sional attitudes had changed and the law had changed. And so I 
thought under those circumstances, it was perfectly proper to do it, 
in fact, perhaps even desirable if we could do it in the right way. 

Mr. Belnick. And the change in the law to which you refer was 
the change which expressly provided that the State Department 
could solicit humanitarian aid for the Nicaraguan opposition, sub¬ 
ject only to the strictures of the Pell amendment, am I correct? 

Secretary Shultz. That is correct. 

_Mr. Belnick. Now, the meeting in May 1986- 

Secretary Shultz. In fact, I think- 

Mr. Belnick. I am sorry. 

Secretary Shultz. —I think it is important to recognize that the 
Pell amendment, which has the structure of a restriction, is, in 
effect, an authorization so long as you pay attention to the restric¬ 
tion. 

There was later a different and very much more direct authoriza¬ 
tion, but the Pell amendment we regarded as a clear authorization, 
and since we particularly were involved in the negotiations about 
that amendment, we felt we had a very clear notion of what the 
congressional intent was. 

Mr. Belnick. The May 1986, NSPG meeting ended with you 
being asked to prepare a list of countries which could be ap¬ 
proached to make donations or contributions to the Contras; is that 
correct? 

Secretary Shultz. That is correct. 

Mr. Belnick. When you were asked to undertake that assign¬ 
ment, did anyone inform you then of the prior solicitation of Coun¬ 
tries Number Two, Three, Four or any others? 

Secretary Shultz. No. 

Mr. Belnick. But subsequently, as you testified earlier today, 
you heard from Mr. McFarlane on June 16 of 1986, a month after 
the NSPG meeting when you were asked to come up with a list, 
that Country Number Two had given $31 million; correct? 

Secretary Shultz. That is correct. 

Mr. Belnick. I take it that at that time when Mr. McFarlane so 
informed you, you were unaware of an exchange of messages be¬ 
tween Colonel North and Admiral Poindexter on June 10 to which 
I would like to direct your attention. 

They appear at tab 28 of your exhibit book; 28. 

Secretary Shultz. I turn this paper over—I don’t know where 
the television cameras are. I know this is a very secret code here. I 
don’t want anybody to know it. 

Mr. Belnick. The second page of the exhibit, 28, is a PROF note 
from Colonel North to Admiral Poindexter dated June 10, 1986, 
and near the end of that last several lines, he says, “I have no idea 
what Shultz knows or doesn’t know, but he could prove to be very 
unhappy if he learns of the”—and Country Number Two is one of 
the countries’ named there which has been blacked out—“of the 
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Country Number Two aid that has been given in the past from 
someone other than you. Did RCM”—that is McFarlane—“ever tell 
Shultz?” 

If you will look, sir, at the first page of the exhibit, that is Admi¬ 
ral Poindexter’s response to Colonel North’s PROF note, the same 
day. And he says, a few lines up from the bottom—actually a few 
lines down from the top, “To my knowledge, Shultz knows nothing 
about the prior financing. I think it should stay that way.” 

You obviously were unaware of those messages and of the fact 
that subsequent to sending this message. Admiral Poindexter 
talked, as he has testified here, to Bud McFarlane who then called 
you in June of 1986. 

You were unaware of those events? 

Secretary Shultz. I was unaware of that. But—I was mystified 
as to what was the reason for this call out of the clear blue sky 
from Mr. McFarlane, so this seems to explain it. But I didn’t know 
that at the time. 

Mr. Belnick. And Mr. McFarlane gave you no context for the 
sudden information about a $31 million contribution? 

Secretary Shultz. No, 

Mr. Belnick. Now, sir, after the May 16, 1986 meeting, did you 
pursue the assignment you had been given to come up with candi¬ 
date donor countries? 

Secretary Shultz. Yes, I did. But it is not that easy. At least 
given the way it seemed to me you should think about it. It seemed 
to me not a particularly good idea to go to countries with which we 
had a big military or economic assistance relationship, because it 
could be too easily misinterpreted. And I didn’t think it was a good 
idea to go to a country where we would, in a sense, be giving them 
a major marker and where we had things that were very difficult 
and delicate to deal with or to a country that was being run in a 
way that we found essentially undesiraole and somehow could wind 
up compromising us. 

So by the time you place all these restrictions down, you elimi¬ 
nate a lot of countries. 

Mr. Belnick. Among which would have been Countries Two and 
Three and Four for various reasons? 

Secretary Shultz. Probably, I think it was questionable. But at 
any rate, you ought to try to think of something else first, I 
thought, and rack your brains about that. 

Mr. Belnick. And what country did you come up with? 

Secretary Shultz. It wasn’t my idea, but I think it was a very 
good idea, and I will say the name of the country, although I have 
been resisting it all this time, because we told them we wouldn’t. 
But they have made their own announcement. We came up with 
the idea of Brunei, or Elliott Abrams, at least to my knowledge, 
thought about it and it seemed perfect. 

Mr. Belnick. And you tasked Elliott Abrams with the assign¬ 
ment of attending to the details of approaching Brunei at that 
time, of getting things set up so that the approach could be made? 

Let me be specific. You knew that Mr. Abrams obtained an ac¬ 
count number from Colonel North into which a contribution from 
Brunei, if it were obtained, would be deposited? 
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Secretary Shultz. Well, I think what happened was that he 
made this proposal, I thought it was a good idea, kind of in the ab¬ 
stract or in principle. This was just before I was about to go on a 
trip to Asia, an annual meeting with the Asian foreign ministers, 
and when I do that, I always try to go to one country in the 
Asian group beyond the one where we happened to meet, so that 
I go to all of those countries. And I had planned to go to Brunei as 
part of this effort and everybody knew that schedule. 

So the question was should I bring this up when I was in Brunei. 
I decided it wasn’t appropriate for me to do that, but at any rate, I 
raised the question with Elliott, “Suppose I am there and they 
agree, then what do I tell them to do next? How do they make this 
contribution?’’ And that is what brought forth the bank account 
number. 

Mr. Belnick. And am I correct that you were informed that the 
number was the number of a Contra accc unt? 

Secretary Shultz. The idea was that we were making a solicita¬ 
tion for humanitarian aid to help the Freedom Fighters and that 
the way to do it was to deposit the money in an account that the 
Freedom Fighters controlled and then that transaction would have 
been made. That was a way of having that happen so that it 
didn’t—the money didn’t come to us and then go to them. It was a 
direct contribution of Brunei to the Freedom Fighters. 

Mr. Belnick. And were you informed that the account you were 
given was, in fact, an account that the Contras controlled? 

Secretary Shultz. That was my understanding, which I got from 
Elliott, and I—he has told me that is the information he got from 
Colonel North, from whom he solicited—or whose advice he sought, 
who gave him this number. 

Mr. Belnick. And as I understand it, Secretary Abrams gave you 
the account number on a card which you carried with you to the 
conference in Asia in the event you were going to see the Chief of 
State of Brunei and the contribution was discussed, you were to 
give him that card or at least the number on it; is that correct? 

Secretary Shultz. That was the idea. I don’t know that I carried 
it around personally, but anyway, we had it on the trip. 

Mr. Belnick. Ana had you on that trip seen the Sultan or a rep¬ 
resentative of the government, and. had the contribution been dis¬ 
cussed and agreed to, you would have given him the account 
number that Secretary Abrams had given you? 

Secretary Shultz. Yes, but I didn’t. 

Mr. Belnick. I understand, sir. 

Secretary Shultz. As it turned out. 

Mr. Belnick. But those who sent vou with the account number, 
Colonel North, others knew that that account number was one 
which the Secretary of State might hand to the Chief of State of 
Brunei in connection with seeking a humanitarian contribution to 
the Nicaraguan opposition; correct? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, without—I don’t want to overdo the 
niceties of things, but I doubt that in the end I would have handed 
it to the Sultan. I think probably that would have been—if I had 
done it, it would have been discussed and some way would have 
been found to give them the number, a proper way. 

Mr. Belnick. But the number was intended- 
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Secretary Shultz. It's not relevant, but I think—I wouldn’t want 
the Sultan to think that I would try to conduct that level of busi¬ 
ness with him. 

Mr. Belnick. The account number was intended to get to the 
Sultan? 

Secretary Shultz. Yes. 

Mr. Belnick. All right. 

Secretary Shultz. Well, get to the Government in an authorita¬ 
tive wav. 

Mr. Belnick. All right. And nobody informed you at that time— 
not Colonel North, not Admiral Poindexter—that the account 
number you were given which was intended to get to the Govern¬ 
ment of Brunei for the purpose of the humanitarian contribution 
was the account number of Lake Resources, which was an account 
that was used for buying arms and furnishing lethal assistance to 
the Contras as well as for other purposes, and was under the con¬ 
trol of Messrs. Albert Hakim and Ricnard Secord? You were not in¬ 
formed of those facts, were you, sir? 

Secretary Shultz. No. We were informed otherwise; that this 
was an account controlled by the Nicaraguan Resistance. 

Mr. Belnick. The remainder of the- 

Secretary Shultz. I would say Elliott was informed of that and 
that is the information he gave me. I didn't—I wasn't that much 
involved directly in the discussion about that number. 

Mr. Belnick. Mr. Secretary, I don’t propose to go into the re¬ 
mainder of the Brunei story. That has been testified to by the 
panel, testified to by other witnesses before the panel. Members of 
the panel may have questions for you on it, and I would just point 
out that the record that the committee has before it on Brunei is 
now augmented by the exhibits which appear at 56A through U 
which make up the account number and the cable traffic between 
the State Department and the Government of Brunei concerning 
this matter. 

But I'll move on. 

Mr. Secretary, during his appearance before the panel, Colonel 
North testified that you were aware of his activities, knowledgeable 
about his activities in assisting the Contras and in coordinating 
what was referred to during his testimony as a full-service oper¬ 
ation of resupply and lethal assistance to the Contras during the 
period of the various Boland restrictions. 

Let me read to you some of the precise testimony that Colonel 
North gave on that point. In questioning by Mr. Nields, Colonel 
North said as follows, in response to questioning by Mr. Nields: “As 
I said yesterday, counsel, it was fairly well known, certainly to 
those men although they may deny it, what I was doing. There 
came a time when the man at the top of that list—” and he was 
pointing to a memo, sir, which had your name at the top of the list 
as a recipient—“there came a time when the man at the top of 
that list, at the occasion of the retirement of Ambassador Robert 
Oakley took me aside just weeks before I was summarily fired, put 
his arm around my shoulder, and told me what a remarkable job I 
had done keeping the Nicaraguan Resistance alive. There is no 
doubt that they knew what I was doing, and yet I didn't think it 
was necessary that the hundreds of staffers who would see that 
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memo on the way to their front officers had a clear recognition of 
what I was doing.” 

In response to further questions by Mr. Nields on that same 
point, Colonel North then testified as follows: "Now as I just indi¬ 
cated to you a few moments ago, when Secretary Shultz took me 
aside at Ambassador Bob Oaldey’s retirement, I knew what he 
meant. He didn't have to say you did a great job on the L^lOO re¬ 
supply on the 9th of April. He knew in sufficiently eloquent terms 
what I had done.” 

Did you, sir? 

Secretary Shultz. No. 

Mr. Belnick. Would you describe this event to, as you recall it at 
Ambassador Oakley’s retirement, at which time you spoke to Colo¬ 
nel North, if you did? 

Secretary Shultz. I hardly know Colonel North, although like 
everybody else in America, I feel I know him well by now. 

But I hadn’t any direct contact with him other than seeing him 
occasionally in meetings which he sometimes but not very much 
spoke, so I had no direct knowledge. But I had heard a lot about 
his devotion to the cause of the Nicaraguan Freedom Fighters and 
particularly from Mr. McFarlane on various occasions—but—vari¬ 
ous occasions that he had worked very hard to keep up the morale 
and work with the leaders of the Nicaraguan Resistance during the 
period when they weren’t getting any support from the United 
States. And that that effort on his part, which was rather personal, 
had been an important element in keeping their spirits up. That 
was what mainly Bud McFarlane had told me, and I had no reason 
to doubt that, and, in fact, I think it is probably true. 

So we had a little—I think I gave Ambassador Oakley an award, 
and a little reception, and people were invited who he had worked 
with. And Colonel North was there in a sort of a room in the State 
Department where we do that, and I noticed him. And I went over. 
I don’t remember putting my arm around him, but anyway as I do 
go around, particularly to people that I don’t see much and say 
hello, and I did, and I said to him, I don’t know precisely what, but 
that I knew that he had extended himself to keep up the morale of 
these leaders, and I appreciated it, and I do. 

Mr. Belnick. Sir- 

Secretary Shultz. But that was the sum and substance of it. To 
build on that remark this superstructure of implication is entirely 
unwarranted. 

Mr. Belnick. Would you look, sir, at exhibit 31 in your book, 
which is a PROF note to Colonel North from Mr. McFarlane dated 
July 29, 1986, and I’m—I refer you to the sentence at the end 
which states, "George Shultz finally realizes what an enormous job 
you have done. If he didn’t before, he does now. After 4 hours this 
evening at his place with just the four of us preaching the gospel to 
him to include Elliott’s key role.” 

Do you recall that occasion with Mr. McFarlane? 

Secretary Shultz. Yes. It was an informal supper at my house 
that our respective wives had arranged, and he came over and we 
talked about this and that, and I dout remember precisely, but this 
perhaps was one of the occasions when he talked to me a lot about 
the work of Colonel North and the fact that he had been singled 



23 


out by people who were very much against our help to the Nicara¬ 
guan Resistance, was taking a beating on that accord, and so on. 

He had made the same presentation and Admiral Poindexter had, 
as questions had been raised about Colonel North’s role to us and 
to Members of Congress. I think there were a couple of occasions 
on which questions were raised and it was looked into, and on one, 
Mr. McFarlane and another Admiral Poindexter weighed heavily 
and, I think, with you, Mr. Chairman. So these questions had been 
raised and people satisfied themselves that everything was being 
done in a proper way. 

Mr. Belnick. And you were not informed by Mr. McFarlane or 
Admiral Poindexter, as I understand your testimony, or anyone 
else of the extent of Colonel North’s activities regarding the Con¬ 
tras except to the extent you’ve testified this morning? 

Secretary Shultz. That is right. 

Mr. Belnick. Sir, did you ever express the view that Colonel 
North was a loose cannon? 

Secretary Shultz. No, I didn't. What I said—I think what you 
are referring to is an incident toward the end of a staff meeting in 
my office in which I told Elliott Abrams—the question was where 
are the Freedom Fighters getting their arms, as I remember, and I 
said to—Elliott said he didn’t know. I said well, you’re our point 
man here, you should find out. Or something like that. 

Mr. Belnick. As I understand, that conversation took place on 
September 4, 1985. Secretary Abrams has described that conversa¬ 
tion here based on a note that he took in which he said you told 
him to “monitor Ollie.’’ 

Is that your recollection of the instruction you gave him? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, my recollection is based on a note that 
was taken by somebody else who was in the meeting about what it 
was that I said and what I said is the way I put it. But no reason 
why Elliott shouldn’t have taken it that way, because Colonel 
North was commonly seen as a principal contact with the Freedom 
Fighters. 

Mr. Belnick. Did you have a view at that time that Colonel 
North, because of any information that you had about him, was 
someone who had to be watched closely or that Elliott ought to 
monitor? 

Secretary Shultz. There was talk around about erratic behavior 
on his part, but I had no particular knowledge about it and didn’t 
want to pass judgment. I’m not—and I can’t get myself in the posi¬ 
tion of supervising people down the line working for others. 

Mr. Belnick. But you did expect, based on what you told Secre¬ 
tary Abrams, September 4, 1985, that he would keep himself in¬ 
formed about the activities, and as I have read the note specifical¬ 
ly, about how the Contras were getting supplied with arms and not 
simply shut his eyes to that? 

Secretary Shultz. Yes. 

Mr. Belnick. All right, sir, in light of what you now know or 
have heard from the investigations regarding, for example, the role 
of Colonel North and other NSC staff members in assisting the 
Contras during the period of the Boland restrictions, the involve¬ 
ment in the Hasenfus flight, the involvement of at least one of our 
own Ambassadors, Mr. Tainbs, in negotiations for an air strip to be 
used in Central America for Contra resupply and in helping, as he 
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testified to this panel on instructions from Colonel North, to open a 
southern military front against Nicaragua during the period of the 
Boland restrictions, in light of those facts and others that have 
come out during the investigations, is it your view that Secretary 
Abrams carried out your instructions to keep himself and you in¬ 
formed? 

Secretary Shultz. What has been brought out in these hearings 
about all of the activities you mentioned has surprised a lot of 
people. It surprised me, it must have been a surprise to Chairman 
Hamilton, who looked into this as couple times and had assurances. 
So I imagine it has surprised the President. So things have come 
out that we didn’t know about. 

It wasn’t too long, I think, after I had that conversation with Mr. 
Abrams that the results of inquiring into Colonel North’s activi¬ 
ties—and at that time I think Mr. McFarlane was the National Se¬ 
curity Adviser—concluded with our feeling, and I think Chairman 
Hamilton’s feeling that we had looked into this matter and there 
was no problem. So this was part of the general understanding, and 
that is what Elliott thought, and that is what I thought. 

Mr. Belnick. Mr. Secretary, Senator Rudman will have addition¬ 
al questions concerning Secretary Abrams and other matters relat¬ 
ing to him, including his testimony before the Senate Select Com¬ 
mittee on Intelligence last year, so I will move on. 

I would like to go now to the more detailed discussion of events 
involved in the Iran initiative and your participation and knowl¬ 
edge beginning in the summer of 1985. And from the chronology, I 
understand that the events begin in connection with what you 
began to learn roughly at the end of May, 1985 when Ambassador 
Lewis reported back to Washington that Michael Ledeen, who was 
then in Israel, talking to Israeli officials about obtaining intelli¬ 
gence concerning Iran, with the twist being that Mr. Ledeen was 
there without prior notice to the U.S. Embassy in Israel or -the 
State Department, is that correct? 

Secretary Shultz. But seeming to represent himself as being on 
an official mission. 

Mr. Belnick. And when you received that information, you got 
in touch with Mr. McFarlane complaining and asking him to ex¬ 
plain. Am I correct? 

Secretary Shultz. I think there is a detailed chronology that you 
can pull out of my notes, and I am not sure I can remember it 
right out, but basically Ambassador Lewis—who is a terrific Am¬ 
bassador and as a point of pride knew, felt he should know every¬ 
thing going on in the country where he was Ambassador that in¬ 
volved the U.S. Government and intended to find, out—called, upset 
that this meeting had taken place and there was no, he had no in¬ 
formation about it, and he called my executive assistant and said, 
“Do you know anything about it?’ r And he said, “No, we don't 
know a thing about it.” 

And then the process proceeded from there in a series of back- 
and-forth statements that wound up in the form of cable traffic, be¬ 
cause it wasn’t long after that that I left for Europe. But I think if 
we go through these notes, my memory isn’t good enough to re¬ 
member precisely each event. 
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Chairman Hamilton. Mr. Belnick, excuse me for interrupting. 
Would it now be an appropriate time for recess? 

Mr. Belnick. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Hamilton. We will stand in recess for 10 minutes. 

[Recess.] 

Chairman Hamilton. The joint hearings will come to order. 

Mr. Belnick, you may proceed. 

Mr. Belnick. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Secretary, if I could ask, would you please turn to exhibit 5 
in your book. And I believe you will be able to identify that exhibit 
as the cable that you sent to Mr. McFarlane at the beginning of 
June, 1985 concerning the Ledeen visit about with which you were 
testifying at the break. Am I correct? 

Secretary Shultz. Yes. 

Mr. Belnick. And then exhibit 6, the next exhibit, so that we 
don’t have to take time on the testimony, I believe you will recog¬ 
nize as McFarlane's cabled response to you, dated June 7, 1985, in 
which you will see on the last page in a PS that Mr. McFarlane 
said to you that Mr. Ledeen was “there on his own hook” and that 
Mr. McFarlane was “turning it off entirely.” That is what he in¬ 
formed you, correct? 

Secretary Shultz. That is what it says. 

Mr. Belnick. And likewise a year earlier, Mr. McFarlane had in¬ 
formed you that Howard Teicher was in Country Number One, in 
effect, on his own hook. 

Secretary Shultz. Yes. But you—what is happening here in this, 
in your interrogation of me, is something like this: There is a huge 
flow of events that is going by me daily, weekly, monthly, every 
year, it is gigantic, and we have a pretty good recordkeeping 
system in the State Department, and I have a practice of trying to 
keep my own personal notes when something important happens, 
or just dictate off something that gets written down so I can keep 
track of what is going on, and if there is something I need to do, I 
remember what somebody told me, and I will go do it. 

So we have this gigantic amount of stuff, let’s call it a big hay 
stack, and now comes this investigation, and I want to find out ev¬ 
erything I can about these events. And so we scout around in the 
department for all the records we can find, and I look through all 
of my notes, or have my executive assistant do it, since he wrote 
them down mostly, and it is like you are going into this hay stack 
and finding a needle here, a needle there and another needle and 
so on, and you get all these needles out and lay them out one after 
the other, and there is—and it is possible to make more coherence 
out of it than perhaps there really is. 

You are connecting an incident involving Mr. Teicher in 1984 
with an incident involving Mr. Ledeen both in Country One—and 
so those things happened, but it isn’t as though, in my mind, I am 
saying, gee whiz, I remember back in ’84 about Teicher, that had 
left me. I was—so it is—I am not making this statement in any 
critical way. That’s the way you have to go about it, but I think 
you can link these things up too much. 

Or perhaps you could say maybe I should have been linking 
- them up more, but it’s not so easy as you are coping with all of 
these things going on. 


75-936 0-88-2 
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Mr. Belnick. I understand what you are saying, Mr. Secretary, 
and on this occasion I was not meaning to suggest that when you 
heard this in May of 1985 you immediately thought back to wnat 
you had heard in 1984 about Mr. Teicher. There is coherence and a 
pattern that sometimes does emerge after the fact that is not seen 
prospectively. 

Secretary Shultz. Exactly. So that's what is happening. 

Mr. Belnick. It is something, though, we do see and are trying to 
bring some coherence to it? 

Secretary Shultz. Yes, I agree. 

Mr. Belnick. But I wasn’t trying to suggest more than that with 
that question. 

To move along with the events, getting to the first meeting I 
want to discuss with you, you recall that there was a draft Nation¬ 
al Security Decision Directive circulated by Mr. McFarlane in June 
of 1985, as your chronology indicates, which among other things 
provided for a change in American policy toward Iran, such that 
there would be provision of military equipment on a selected case- 
by-case basis. 

Your comments on that draft NSDD appear at tab 7, dated June 
29, 1985, and in those comments you objected certainly to that por¬ 
tion of the proposed NSDD that dealt with loosening the restric¬ 
tions on arms sales to Iran, and you recommended that the Presi¬ 
dent not sign the NSDD as drafted. 

And I take it, as far as you know, that NSDD was not signed by 
the President; am I correct? 

Secretary Shultz. That is correct. 

There were two things that I objected to. One was the intelli¬ 
gence analysis that was stated in it, because I thought they were 
not reading the Iran situation right, and the other was the sugges¬ 
tion that basically flowed from the intelligence estimate that it was 
desirable to change our policy on arms sales. 

So the two things were connected. 

Mr. Belnick. The next event, sir, involving this as we obtained it 
from you was in July of 1985, July 14, when you received a cable 
from Mr. McFarlane in which he discussed with you proposed Is- 
raeli-Iranian contacts which might include a delivery of TOWs 
from Israel. That cable appears at exhibit 9 of the exhibit book. 

You cabled back, exhibit GPS-10, saying that if anything Mr. 
McFarlane ought to express a positive but passive reply, that we 
ought not to get actively involved, and that Mr. McFarlane ought 
to inform the Israeli emissary who had brought this proposal to 
him that you and Mr. McFarlane would be in close contact every 
step of the way on that matter. 

Is that a fair summary? If not, feel free to add. 

Secretary Shultz. Well, I think what took place was an emissary 
to Mr. McFarlane that came from the Prime Minister, and the 
burden of it was that they thought there was a way in which the 
relationship with Iran might change and that at the same time we 
might be able to get our nostages out but that it might very well 
involve some sales of arms by Country One to Iran. 

Now, you get something from the Prime Minister that has that 
kind of suggestion in it, and having marched up that hill and 
thought it was stopped at least two times by now, it seemed to me, 
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well, he is probably going to explore this anyway so let us try—I 
wanted to be sure I had some kind of control over it or association 
with it. 

So I said, well, all right, let us give a passive reply, without com¬ 
mitment, let’s find out more, what exactly is it that they have in 
mind—that was the idea—without commitment, and also that I ex¬ 
pected to be kept fully informed at each step. That was explicit in 
the cable. 

Mr. Belnick. About a month later, on August 6, 1985, you at¬ 
tended a meeting with the President—Mr. McFarlane was there as 
well—at which Mr. McFarlane reported on three contacts which 
had by then taken place between the Israelis and the Iranians, and 
he reported also that the Iranians wanted a dialog with the United 
States, arms from the United States and then 100 TOWs from 
Israel in exchange for what he reported would be four hostages. He 
also talked about the deal being totally deniable. 

Mr. Secretary, can you give us your recollection of that meeting 
and specifically what you said in response to Mr. McFarlane’s 
report and his assertion that if our government blessed this deal, it 
would be, in his words, totally deniable? 

Secretary Shultz. I think your summary of that meeting is 
taken from my own- 

Mr. Belnick. It is. 

Secretary Shultz. —notes that I wrote after the meeting. 

But I believe that that was one of my regular meetings with the 
President. I have an arrangement whereby, assuming we are both 
in town or not travelling, I meet with him a couple times a week, 
and the National Security Adviser is present. And I think it was 
one of those meetings, but I’m not absolutely sure about that. 

At any rate, the substance of what you read out was discussed, 
and I said that I thought this was a very bad idea, that I was op¬ 
posed to it, that we are just falling into the arms-for-hostages busi¬ 
ness and we shouldn’t do it. 

Mr. Belnick. Did the President express any views? 

Secretary Shultz. He didn’t. As I remember, he didn’t seem to 
push one way or the other. He listened and it seemed to be rela¬ 
tively new information for him. 

Mr. Belnick. No decision was reached? 

Secretary Shultz. No decision was made. 

Mr. Belnick. But you did challenge Mr. McFarlane’s assertion 
that any such deal, if it went forward, could be kept secret or be 
made totally deniable? 

Secretary Shultz. Yes. I didn’t think it could be kept secret, but 
I thought it was undesirable even if it were kept secret, for all of 
the reasons I had laid out in my cables and in my response to the 
draft NSDD—everything—there are lots of arguments strewn in 
through there, and those are the same arguments. 

Mr. Belnick. Now, sir, subsequent to the August 6, 1985, meeting 
did Mr. McFarlane inform you that he had heard from the Presi¬ 
dent approving the proposed deal and approving the Israelis going 
forward and shipping TOWs to Iran? 

Secretary Shultz. No. I have no recollection of being so in¬ 
formed. 
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Mr. Belnick. Were you informed of the Israeli TOW shipments 
themselves in the early fall, September, of 1985? 

Secretary Shultz. No, I wasn’t. I believe, according to my notes 
and recollection, that at a meeting in December, I think December 
7, the general meeting on the subject, that Mr. McFarlane said 
that there had been that shipment. But I didn’t know it at the 
time. 

Mr. Belnick. And you were not informed that Reverend Weir’s 
release was in any way connected to a shipment of arms to Iran 
from Israel? 

Secretary Shultz. No. I tended to take the statements of Rever¬ 
end Weir about his release and the use of it by the hostage takers 
to carry a message as more or less at face value. 

If you look through the history of the taking and releasing of 
American hostages going back to Mr. Dodge, it’s an odd sort of his¬ 
tory, but people get taken hostage and then they have been re¬ 
leased or probably allowed to escape, as in the case of Mr. Levin, 
and it’s not easy to see exactly why these different things happen. 

But, at any rate, there was a note in this case, and I thought 
that probably was as good an explanation as any. That is what Am¬ 
bassador Bartholomew thought, as well. 

Mr. Belnick. Moving ahead, in November 1985 you were with 
the President at the summit in Geneva, correct? 

Secretary Shultz. Correct. 

Mr. Belnick. And you had a conversation at that time with Mr. 
McFarlane about what we now call the Iran initiative. 

Can you recall that conversation, sir? 

Secretary Shultz. Yes. It came in the form of a secure phone call 
that I took in the little box that goes around with me with a secure 
phone, and my executive assistant was present in the box with me, 
and it came just before we were getting ready to go to the last kind 
of occasion in the meetings between the President and Mr. Gorba¬ 
chev. 

We had had very good meetings, and this was a social dinner 
that the President was the host for. 

But it was very clear to me that, as far as I was concerned, it 
was going to be a working dinner because we—while we had made 
headway and I thought we had things pretty well understood—they 
weren’t nailed down as to exactly what was going to happen the 
next morning, and we had a big negotiation going on about a state¬ 
ment, so that was what I was preparing myself for, how to make 
that into something productive, which it turned out to be. 

And this phone call came in kind of out of the blue, about a hos¬ 
tages release and arms sales to Iran. 

Mr. Belnick. And did Mr. McFarlane tell you that it was then 
proposed that Israel would send an air shipment—through a Euro¬ 
pean city—of some 100 HAWKs to Iran? 

Secretary Shultz. Yes. That was—he described the structure of a 
deal in which a plane would go from I think someplace in Portugal, 
as I remember, and it would be contingent on release of the hos¬ 
tages, a rather complex arrangement. 

Mr. Belnick. But the burden of it was that if the hostages came 
out, the weapons would go to Iran; if they didn’t, the weapons 
wouldn’t? 
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Secretary Shultz. Exactly. It was a straight out arms-for-hos- 
tages deal. 

Mr. Belnick. What did you tell Mr. McFarlane? 

Secretary Shultz. I told him I hoped that the hostages would get 
out, but I was against it, and I was upset that he was telling me 
about it as I was just about to start so there was no way I could do 
anything about it. 

But anyway, if it was happening, I hoped the hostages would get 
out. 

Mr. Belnick. After you objected, though, you learned within the 
next several days that no hostages had been released and your in¬ 
formation was that the deal had, therefore, collapsed? 

Secretary Shultz. Exactly. 

Mr. Belnick. Your notes indicate—in the chronology—that you 
told your executive assistant on November 23, 1985, it is over? 

Secretary Shultz. That was what I understood. 

Mr. Belnick. Did Mr. McFarlane tell you during this period, No¬ 
vember 18 to 23, 1985, that our Embassy in the European country 
had been approached to contact the foreign minister or other offi¬ 
cials of that country to try to get flight clearances for the Israeli 
plane that was intended to go with the HAWKs to Tehran? 

Secretary Shultz. No. 

Mr. Belnick. Did Mr. McFarlane or anyone else inform you that 
in addition to having the Embassy in that European country make 
those contacts, the Embassy was also asked and directed by the 
NSC to send a diplomatic note to that European government— 
which appears at exhibit tab 14—saying thanks but no thanks for 
that country’s declining to provide the flight clearances? 

Secretary Shultz. No, but I believe what happened was, as I now 
understand it—though this is all news to me since this came out— 
that the communications were via a non-State channel and that 
Ambassador Oakley, who was then our Ambassador-at-large for 
counterterrorism, was approached and asked to help on this and he 
authorized a cable to the charge’ about it. 

So there was that—the State Department was in the loop to that 
extent. 

Mr. Belnick. To that extent? 

Secretary Shultz. Not in describing to Ambassador Oakley what 
was being shipped, but just that there was a sensitive shipment 
that they wanted to get cleared, as I understand it, but you would 
want to talk to him about that. 

Mr. Belnick. We have. If you look at exhibit 55, Mr. Secretary, 
you will see and the panel will see a copy of an affidavit from Am¬ 
bassador Oakley in which he records what he was told at the time 
in November 1985 by Colonel North so that he would contact your 
Embassy in the European country. You will see on the first page of 
that affidavit, that Colonel North told Ambassador Oakley that he 
had become aware, he, Colonel North, had become aware of Israeli 
arms shipments to Iran, that he had discovered that relationship 
when somebody from his staff had stumbled on to an arms warehouse 
in the European country while there to try to obtain arms for the 
Nicaraguan Resistance. 
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That is how Colonel North learned of the Israeli shipment, ac¬ 
cording to what he told the Ambassador, and then said, if you turn 
to page 2, “We are having trouble getting flight clearances." 

You will also see in paragraph C of the affidavit that Colonel 
North advised Ambassador Oakley that you were aware of this 
matter and had been contacted in Geneva. There was no statement, 
however, to Ambassador Oakley that you had objected to the pro¬ 
posal. And also, sir, as I understand from your testimony, no one 
had said to you that this originated with somebody stumbling upon 
an arms warehouse in a European country while they were seeking 
arms for the Nicaraguan Resistance? 

Secretary Shultz. Later on, as I believe Admiral Poindexter was 
describing this to people, he stated that it all started with stum¬ 
bling on a warehouse. 

Mr. Belnick. That was in November 1986? 

Secretary Shultz. But since I had personally seen what I regard¬ 
ed as the start of it with the Ledeen visit and so on I thought that 
was a cock-and-bull story. 

Mr. Belnick. And the record will show, Mr. Secretary, that that 
story was told by Admiral Poindexter on November 10, 1986, to you 
and the President of the United States in a meeting at the White 
House. 

Moving from November, your conversation- 

Secretary Shultz. This statement of being aware- 

Mr. Belnick. Yes, sir. 

Secretary Shultz. I don’t know whether that was presumably a 
reference to the phone conversation that I had with Mr. McFarlane 
that we talked about earlier or not. But presumably it could have 
been said. 

Mr. Belnick. In any event, Ambassador Oakley was only in¬ 
formed to the extent that his affidavit indicates, as he has testified 
to us, and you were informed to the extent of what you have said 
this morning? 

Secretary Shultz. That is correct. 

Mr. Belnick. Sir, on December 5, 1985, you received your first 
briefing from Admiral Poindexter about the Iran initiative. We 
covered that earlier this morning, and I won’t go through it again, 
except to note from your chronology that in speaking to Admiral 
Poindexter on December 5, you pointed out to him your objection 
to the fact, which you had learned that the State Department had 
been cut out of the cable traffic relating to the hostages; correct? 

Secretary Shultz. Correct. 

Mr. Belnick. Could you please, sir, tell the panel what you had 
learned about the State Department being cut out of that intelli¬ 
gence traffic? 

Secretary Shultz. Only that there was a certain class of cable 
traffic that I don’t particularly want to go into that we had been— 
that those who manage it had told us we weren't getting, told to 
Under Secretary Armacost. 

Mr. Belnick. When you brought that up with Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter, what did he say? 

Secretary Shultz. I don’t—I'm not recalling very well. You probably 
have my notes and can see what it says there. 
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Mr. Belnick. It doesn’t indicate, but I take it that Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter did not rectify the situation? You didn’t start receiving 
cable traffic after you spoke to him? 

Secretary Shultz. No, I didn’t. 

Mr. Belnick. Sir, was there any other—has there been any other 
instance in your experience since 1982 as Secretary of State when, 
to your knowledge, the State Department was deliberately cut out 
of intelligence and cable traffic regarding a foreign policy initiative 
or program? 

Secretary Shultz. Not that I know of. 

Mr. Belnick. On December 7, there was a meeting at the White 
House, and you have alluded to that meeting earlier, at which 
senior officials were present: you, Secretary Weinberger, Donald 
Regan, Admiral Poindexter, and, of course, tne President, in which 
the subject was the Iran initiative and the proposed dealings with 
Iran. 

You spoke at that meeting, and, as I understand from your notes 
and prior testimony, expressed forceful opposition to the proposed 
policy? 

Secretary Shultz. That is correct, and just as forceful was Secre¬ 
tary Weinberger. 

Mr. Belnick. If I could ask you, please, to turn to tab 16? Tell us 
whether the document at that tab is a copy of the talking points 
whieh you prepared for the December 7 meeting and whether those 
points are a fair summary of the arguments you made against the 
Iran initiative to the President and others at that meeting? 

Secretary Shultz. These were the talking points that I had and I 
worked from. In the flow of a meeting, you try to make your points 
as effectively as you can, and so I used these as a basis for my com¬ 
ments. 

Mr. Belnick. Who spoke in favor of the policy at that meeting? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, I felt that Don Regan shared the view of 
Secretary Weinberger and I, and Mr. McMahon, who was repre¬ 
senting the CIA, seemed to be, as I recall, rather passive. He didn’t 
seem to push one way or another, but I may not be remembering 
that just right. 

Mr. McFarlane and Admiral Poindexter seemed to be more pro 
doing this. The President, I felt, was somewhat on the fence but 
rather annoyed at me and Secretary Weinberger because I felt that 
he sort of—he was very concerned about the hostages, as well as 
very much interested in the Iran initiative. 

So it was a very vigorous discussion, and it took place in the 
family quarters in a rather informal kind of setting, and I think 
Secretary Weinberger started off by saying something like, “Are 
you really interested in my opinion?” And then the President said, 
“Yes.” And so he gave it to him. So did I. 

Mr. Belnick. Was the President fully engaged in this conversa¬ 
tion? 

Secretary Shultz. Oh, yes. This idea that the President just sits 
around not paying attention, I don’t know where anybody gets that 
idea. He is a very strong and decisive person. 

Mr. Belnick. Was he a strong proponent of the proposed policy 
at that meeting against your opposition and that of Secretary 
Weinberger? 
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Secretary Shultz. Well, I don’t remember that he sort of argued 
with us. He listened, and you could feel his sense of frustration. He 
said at one time—because Cap, who is a good lawyer, particularly said 
“There are legal problems here, Mr. President, in addition to all of 
the policy problems.” 

You know how people get sometimes when they are frustrated. 
He said, “Well, the American people will never forgive me if I fail 
to get these hostages out over this legal question” or something 
like that. 

And Secretary Weinberger—“but”, he said, “visiting hours are 
Thursday,” or some such statement. 

So there was that kind of banter. I know people have looked at 
those notes and wondered if the President was advocating violating 
the law, and there was no such tone to that at all. It was the kind 
of statement that I’m sure we all make sometimes when we are 
frustrated. 

Mr. Belnick. Where did you understand that the matter stood 
when that meeting ended on December 7? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, I wasn’t sure. But I felt that between 
Secretary Weinberger and I, we had made a real dent and that 
with the—Don Regan seeing it the same way, we having talked 
through various aspects of what might be done, that perhaps we 
had won that argument. And, in fact, I think it turned out that 
way, because Mr. McFarlane was dispatched to London to talk to 
his contacts about a different kind of relationship and our hostages 
out, but no arms. So that was the right way to put it, I thought, I 
was very much in favor of doing that. 

But he got nowhere with that, which wasn’t surprising. 

Mr. Belnick. And, in fact, you received a cable from Under Sec¬ 
retary Armacost—which appears at tab 17—in December, 1985 
after the meeting in which he told you, as you have testified now, 
and I am quoting, “Bud’s recommendation upon returning from his 
latest discussions was to drop the enterprise. That has now been 
agreed, but the President wants other possible avenues for securing 
the release of the hostages to be energetically pursued.” 

So that by the end of December, your understanding again was 
this initiative, to the extent it involved arms for hostages, was 
done? 

Secretary Shultz. Right. 

Mr. Belnick. Did you then hear—in the words of the movie— 
that they are back in the beginning of January, 1986? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, I received information from Admiral 
Poindexter about a visit that he had, again I think purporting to be 
or presumably was on behalf of the Prime Minister of Country 
One, about another proposal. 

Mr. Belnick. And that was on January 4, 1986? Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter advised you that Mr. Nir had come fonvard with a proposal 
which would involve the release of certain Hizballah prisoners, the 
sale of 3,000 TOWs to Iran, and the release of American hostages. 

My understanding from your chronology is that when Admiral 
Poindexter put this to you on January 4, you objected. 

Secretary Shultz. It is the same proposition basically with the 
same problems. So I said the same things. 
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Mr. Belnick. Then again on January 7, 1986, there was a meet¬ 
ing at the White House among the same—pretty much the same 
principals who had attended back on December 7, except that At¬ 
torney General Meese was at the January 7 meeting, as was Direc¬ 
tor Casey. 

The proposal that Mr. Nir had brought was put on the table, and 
you and Secretary Weinberger argued against it again? 

Secretary Shultz. Right. 

Mr. Belnick. What was the President's position? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, it seemed to me that as people around 
the room talked, that Secretary Weinberger and I were the only 
ones who were against it. And so that included everybody who was 
there on the other side of the issue, which surprised me, and it 
almost seemed unreal, and I couldn’t believe that people would 
want to do this. I thought it was a bad idea. 

Mr. Belnick. When you left that meeting, did you feel that a 
final decision had been made by the President to go forward? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, it was very clear to me that he wanted 
to push in that direction. But, of course, I had been there before, in 
the sense of things starting and not really jelling, so I went away 
puzzled, distressed. 

Again reminding you of the difficulties I had with the intelli¬ 
gence and security people about lie detector tests, I was continually 
concerned about that. I didn’t debrief, so to speak, at the depart¬ 
ment to my executive assistant, so I don’t have any notes on that 
meeting. But I do remember it very well. 

Mr. Belnick. Mr. Secretary, feeling as you did at the time that 
the President may have reached a decision or was heading toward 
a final decision in favor of a policy that you thought would be dis¬ 
astrous, did you seek to speak to the President alone about that 
matter? 

Secretary Shultz. No, I didn’t. But there was no doubt in the 
President’s mind about my opinion. It wasn’t as though there was 
something that I had missed or that I felt he hadn’t quite gotten. I 
felt I had made myself very clear. 

Mr. Belnick. On January 16, 1986, as your chronology reflects, 
you attended a Cabinet meeting at the White House from 2 to 3 
p.m. in the afternoon. Admiral Poindexter and others have testified 
that subsequent to that Cabinet meeting, there was a post-Cabinet 
discussion among various senior officials about the Iran initiative, 
including the Finding which the President would sign the very 
next day. 

You were not at that meeting? 

Secretary Shultz. I have no recollection of being at such a meet¬ 
ing, and my records show that I arrived back in the department at 
3:20, I believe. 

Mr. Belnick. Yes, sir. 

Just to take this one more step, Admiral Poindexter testified 
that while you were not at the meeting, the post-Cabinet meeting 
at which the Finding was discussed, that you had been invited to it 
by Admiral Poindexter, that he had told you what the subject 
matter would be, but that you had said to him, in words or sub¬ 
stance, that you had another engagement, that in any event the 
President and he—Admiral Poindexter—were aware of your view 
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and you were opposed to it, period, and then you didn’t attend the 
meeting. 

Secretary Shultz. Well, I don’t remember that, but if I was re¬ 
corded as being opposed to it, that was certainly accurate. 

Mr. Belnick. Do you recall Admiral Poindexter telling you at 
the time, however, that they were going to discuss that day a pro¬ 
posed Presidential Finding that would authorize the very policy 
that you had been arguing against for 6 or 7 months? 

Secretary Shultz. I don’t recall him using that term. 

Mr. Belnick. If Admiral Poindexter had said to you we are plan¬ 
ning to discuss a Finding, would you have considered that a water¬ 
shed event, notwithstanding that you felt the President was in 
favor of the proposal as of January 7? 

Secretary Shultz. Yes. 

Mr. Belnick. Why, sir? 

Secretary Shultz. In the sense that as it had been argued that 
without any new Finding an arms sale from the United States to 
Iran would be a violation of the Arms Export Control Act, then 
without that we are still basically in the area of talking in general 
about an Iran initiative and the kind of effort that Mr. McFarlane 
made in his London mission or other similar kinds of efforts, and 
you wouldn’t have arms connected with it directly. 

So a Finding that specifically made it legal to ao that would have 
been a change in the situation. It wouldn’t necessarily mean that 
arms were going to be sold, but it would have clarified the legal 
point that was involved. 

Mr. Belnick. Was there—in addition to that, Mr. Secretary, did 
Finding itself have other significance in terms of the process that 
would have had to—it would have had to go through, the proposed 
Covert Action Finding, before reaching the President’s desk for sig¬ 
nature? 

Secretary Shultz. The normal way in which a Finding is pro¬ 
duced is that the—there is the policy part of it and there is a legal 
part of it. So in the case of the State Department, I rely on my 
legal adviser, and I happen to be blessed by having a very good 
one. So the legal adviser would look at it, and I would look at it, 
and presumably the same thing would be done in the Defense De¬ 
partment and the CIA and the Attorney General, of course, is the 
chief law officer of the United States. He would be involved. And 
then there would be a discussion of that and the President would 
then, in the light of the advice, both on the policy side and the 
legal side, make a decision on signing the Finding or not. That’s 
the general process that you presumably go through. 

I don’t think it's required by law that you do that, but certainly 
as a statutory member of the National Security Council, I would 
expect that we would go through a process of that sort. And I think 
it’s very desirable to do it that way. 

Mr. Belnick. And it’s been your experience that that was the 
process that was followed with other Findings? 

Secretary Shultz. Yes. That’s generally the way it goes. 

Mr. Belnick. That process, though, was not followed so far as 
you know or the State Department was concerned with respect to 
the Finding that you discovered had been signed in January 1986 
that you learned about in November? 
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Secretary Shultz. I am sure it didn't go through that process. 

Mr. Belnick. That would be true with respect to what we now 
know were two other Findings as well on the same matter, insofar 
as you know? 

Secretary Shultz. The other two that you have mentioned didn't 
go through that process either. And I didn’t know anything about 
either of those other two. 

I want to be—the subject of legality was discussed periodically in 
all of these discussions. The precision of a Finding is something dif¬ 
ferent from that. 

Mr. Belnick. It would have mooted the discussion? That is, on 
January 17, for example, the day after the 16th meeting, as you 
testified earlier, you were at a family group luncheon in which the 
subject of the legality of this initiative came up again? 

Secretary Shultz. Yes. So there’s no point in discussing it or I 
wouldn't have argued about it or reported back to my assistant 
when I debriefed on that meeting that I-had said that I—I don’t 
mean that I’m trying to act like a lawyer here, but that it was my 
sense that there were still legal problems and that it was unwise. 
That was the net of the meeting as far as I was concerned. 

Mr. Belnick. Nobody told the Secretary of State that those legal 
problems in the view of at least some in the adminstration had 
been solved because the President had signed the Finding the very 
same day? 

Secretary Shultz. Not to my recollection,_ 

Mr. Belnick. Sir, I don’t want to go through all the events that 
take place between then and November concerning Iran, because 
we have summarized them earlier and they are listed in the chro¬ 
nology which is in the books, but to summarize the summary: they 
included information that you received from Admiral Poindexter 
that the initiative was over, the proposed trip by McFarlane that 
he said didn’t take place and then told you had fizzled, some infor¬ 
mation that McFarlane had been in Tehran after the event, but 
without knowledge imparted to you of what he had done there or 
what he had brought with him; the incident involving the informa¬ 
tion that you received from our Embassy in London; and your con¬ 
versations with Admiral Poindexter and Don Regan. 

I just want to pause on that one, though, for a moment; that is 
the response to the informs Lion yo u received from the London Em¬ 
bassy. You testified earlier today that you spoke to Don Regan 
about it and to Admiral Poindexter who told you it was over. Did 
you also speak to Director Casey? Did you also receive a call from 
Director Casey in that time period? 

Secretary Shultz. I had a conversation or a phone call with Di¬ 
rector Casey later, and I can’t again place just when that was, but 
the gist of that call, and I think it was after the trip by Mr. McFar¬ 
lane to Tehran was that, along the same lines as Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter. that this had fizzled and it was—I don’t think he used the 
word stand down,” but some equivalent. 

Mr. Belnick. That was in late May or early June after you re¬ 
turned from the Philippines? ‘ 3? 

Secretary Shultz. Yes. But I got back from the Philippines— 
from Tokyo I went to Korea and the Philippines, so I got back to 
Washington sometime after the President and his party did. But I 
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had been back from the Philippines—I don’t know exactly when it 
was I got back. Certainly, by the middle of May. 

Mr. Belnick. Sir, would you look at exhibit 27 in your book 
which is a memorandum to Mr. Platt, Executive Secretary at the 
State Department, from Ambassador Oakley dated June 2, 1986. 

Did you receive a copy of this memorandum or a report, do you 
recall, on what it contained? 

Secretary Shultz. I don’t recall seeing this memorandum or 
hearing about it particularly. If I see a memorandum in the system 
that we have, it comes in in a folder and I read endlessly through 
these cables and memos and so forth, put it in the outbox, and then 
somebody goes through and they stamp—have a little stamp GPS 
on it, so that’s how it’s known by the record that I have seen a par¬ 
ticular memorandum. And I don’t remember seeing this. 

However, I, of course, was aware of what had been contained in 
the cable I got from Mr. Armacost following his conversation with 
Ambassador Price, and I had had my conversation about that. And 
then I think about this time, I had been told that this matter had 
been stood down, or whatever. And so I—if I had seen this, I prob¬ 
ably would have regarded it as something that had already been 
dealt with as far as I was concerned by these statements. 

Mr. Belnick. Sir, would you then turn please to exhibit 29, 
which is a copy of a memorandum you received, or at least was 
sent to you, by Under Secretary Armacost, dated July 2, 1986, and 
I think your records reflect that you did receive this memorandum. 
And in it, the Under Secretary tells you that there is renewed con¬ 
jecture about a NSC-sponsored search for a U.S.-Iran deal for hos¬ 
tages and that—that would produce an early result, the Israelis 
were involved, et cetera. 

Did you take any action on this information from your Under 
Secretary Armacost, or did it square with any understanding you 
had of what was in progress at the time? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, as far as my understanding was, the 
whole thing had been stood down, so this didn’t seem to fit with 
that. 

Mr. Belnick. Yes, sir. 

Secretary Shultz. And I don’t recall what, if any, conversations-I 
had or inquiries I made on the basis of this. But I know I did see it, 
but my recollection is not there on that. 

Mr. Belnick. Do you recall whether you were concerned by the 
information that Secretary Armacost was giving you in July? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, certainly I would not want to see this 
get started again. On the other hand, I had been given a pretty 
firm assurance, and it made sense in terms of how many times do 
you strike out, that this had ended. 

Mr. Belnick. Subsequent to that, as we discussed earlier this 
morning, you were apprised of hostage releases and not told that 
that release, including the release of David Jacobsen, on October 31 
or thereabouts was connected in any way to a program of supply¬ 
ing American arms to Iran. And that brings us, then, to the begin¬ 
ning of November, 1986 and November 4, 1986, when the Lebanese 
press disclosed U.S. arms sales to Iran. 

And if you will turn, please, to exhibit 35 in your book, that 
should be--and I think you will recognize it, Mr. Secretary, as a 



37 


copy of a cable that you sent to Admiral Poindexter as soon as the 
Lebanese press article broke and you had had an opportunity to 
see it or be apprised of it on November 4, 1986, and in that cable 
you advised him, among other things, to get out all the key facts as 
promptly as possible. Correct? 

Secretary Shultz. Correct. 

Mr. Belnick. Now, the cable also talks about, or conveys your 
suggestion that in getting out the facts our government could make 
clear that this was a special one-time operation, I am quoting from 
the cable, “based on humanitarian grounds and decided by the 
President within his constitutional responsibility to act in the serv¬ 
ice of the national interest.” 

What operation were you referring to? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, I had seen the reports of an arms sale 
connected with the most recent release of Mr. Jacobsen, and so 
that was, I was presuming that took place. And as far as I knew, 
there hadn’t been any other arms sales, but naturally you wonder 
when you see this. 

But at any rate, I had been thinking about this, of course, I had 
no—I was in a different place than the President, Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter and their party through this period, and I was on my way to 
Vienna stewing about what was taking place, and so I just weighed 
in, out of the blue, that this is a potential problem and the way to 
handle these problems is to get the facts out, whether they embar¬ 
rass you or don’t embarrass you, get them out as fast as you can. 

Mr. Belnick. You recall Admiral Poindexter’s reply, which you 
will find at tab 36, in which he said that he didn’t think it was 
time to make the facts public? 

Secretary Shultz. Yes. 

Mr. Belnick. He also told you in that cable in paragraph 6 of 
exhibit 36 that he was establishing two compartments to deal with 
an ongoing program to try to get the hostages out, one that would 
be operational and one that would be essentially limited to intelli¬ 
gence. 

What I wanted to ask in connection with that, Mr. Secretary, 
was whether you by this point had been briefed or obtained any 
knowledge on what we have come to refer to as the second channel 
with Iran. 

Secretary Shultz. What I knew about were two things that, 
again, were reassurances to me that our efforts with Iran were 
being conducted in what I regarded as a good way. One was the 
initiative that I mentioned earlier, and the second was in the form 
of a call that I had received in September, the middle of September 
sometime, from Director Casey telling me that they had made con¬ 
tact with another person who seemed to be more authoritatively 
connected with the Government of Iran, whereas the earlier people 
they were dealing with were ne t so official, and that he felt that 
this would be potentially useful i ntelligence information. And I was 
very pleased to hear that. 

Mr. Belnick. Did Director Casey or anyone else tell you that this 
second channel or new opening was being pursued by Colonel 
North, Albert Hakim, and Richard Secord? 

Secretary Shultz. No. 
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Mr. Belnick. Did anyone ever tell you that Richard Secord or 
Albert Hakim was involved in any way with the Iran initiative, 
first or second channel? 

Secretary Shultz. I never heard of Mr. Hakim until these hear¬ 
ings came about, and I had only heard vaguely of General Secord, 
and I have never met him. 

Mr. Belnick. And I take it you would have had a position to ex¬ 
press on whether General Secord or Albert Hakim ought to be ne¬ 
gotiating for the United States with the Iranians? 

Secretary Shultz. I certainly v/ould. 

Mr. Belnick. Now, sir, early in November, after your exchange 
of—well, may I ask: What would that view have been? 

Secretary Shultz. Negative. 

Mr. Belnick. OK. I didn't want the record to be unclear. 

After the exchange of cables with Admiral Poindexter, you re¬ 
ceived a proposed press guidance which appears at tab 37, if I could 
ask you, Mr. Secretary, to look at that exhibit. And it was a state¬ 
ment made in response to the question, “Does the United States 
still have an arms embargo against Iran in the Iran-Iraq War?” 
The answer in the press guidance was: “As long as Iran advocates 
the use of terrorism, the U.S. arms embargo will continue. More¬ 
over, the U.S. position on the Iran-Iraq War remains the fighting 
should stop and the two sides should reach a negotiated settlement 
of their dispute. We favor an outcome wherein there are no win¬ 
ners or losers.” 

Do you recall receiving that? 

Secretary Shultz. Yes. 

Mr. Belnick. What was your reaction when you received it, Mr. 
Secretary? 

Secretary Shultz. I thought it looked great. 

Mr. Belnick. Did you then rethink that position when you fo¬ 
cused on the answer, the beginning of the answer I have just read 
to you? 

Secretary Shultz. Then I began to look at it a second time, par¬ 
ticularly as this unfolded, I found great resistance to saying flat 
out “no more arms sales” and started hearing what kind of intelli¬ 
gence was being put forward. 

And then it dawned on me maybe they are saying Iran is no 
longer advocating the use of terrorism, and, therefore, this means 
they can sell arms. That set my alarm bells ringing hard. Because 
it was the kind of tricky and misleading statement that looks great 
on the surface, but then you start looking at it more carefully and 
you say it is going in a different direction entirely. 

Mr. Belnick. From whom had you received the press guidance 
containing that statement? 

Secretaiy Shultz. I am not sure how it arrived, but we—this was 
a period of great turmoil, and the question is: What is to be said to 
the press? I had been instructed from the White House that they 
would take the questions on this subject, and I would have no com¬ 
ments. So I didn’t have any comment. Things were being said in 
the press, I said “no comment.” That was the White House instruc¬ 
tion and this was issued. So we issued it. 

Mr. Belnick. Sir, in the period of early—from November 4 to 
roughly November 10, when you attended the meeting at the 
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White House that I will go into in a moment, there are indications 
in the records that we have seen of you expressing the view, in sub¬ 
stance, that you weren’t deceived or weren’t cut out of events. This, 
again, as I say, is in the period between the 4th and the 10th of 
November. 

In light of the facts, as you began to get them after November 10 
and have them now, is that still your view? 

Secretary Shultz. We were discussing, I believe, what my role 
was, and people said, “Well, you didn’t know anything about this.” 
I said, “Yes, I did know something about it, I knew quite a bit 
about it.” Because, after all, I had been—you have related quite a 
few things that took place in 1985, 1986 that I knew about and 
weighed in on, so I didn’t want to say I was uninformed, I was in¬ 
formed. I said my information at some point along here was frag¬ 
mentary and sporadic or some such words, and, of course, I now 
know that was the understatement of the year. 

But, at any rate, I didn’t ever take the position and wouldn’t 
have taken the position that I was totally uninformed, because that 
was not accurate. 

Mr. Belnick. Let’s move then to the meeting on November 10, 
1986, at the White House, which you attended with the President, 
the Vice President, Admiral Poindexter, Don Regan, Mr. Keel, who 
was Admiral Poindexter’s Deputy, Director Casey, Secretary Wein¬ 
berger, and the Attorney General. And at tab 39, Mr. Secretary, is 
a set of Mr. Keel’s notes of that meeting which we have previously 
made available to you and, if I am correct, you think is a fair sum¬ 
mary of what transpired at the meeting. 

Secretary Shultz. Yes. And it is reasonably consistent with the 
notes that I gave to my executive assistant. 

Mr. Belnick. And if I may for the sake of time summarize what 
we undersand from you in those notes. Admiral Poindexter gave a 
briefing concerning the operation with the President present, as I 
said, and he informed all of you at that time that a total of 1,000 
TOWs and 240 HAWK spare parts were sold to Iran and also told 
you that this whole operation, as you said before, had started when 
an Israeli arms warehouse was located in Europe. That comports 
with your recollection? 

Secretary Shultz. Yes. 

Shortly thereafter at another briefing he said there were 2,000 
TOWs, so I was very uneasy about these briefings. 

Mr. Belnick. And at this first briefing on November 10, as you 
listened, notes indicate that you criticized the entire operation 
saying that it sounded like HAWKs for hostages no matter what 
face was put on it, is that correct? 

Secretary Shultz. That is correct. 

Mr. Belnick. But the President said that he disagreed with that 
view at that time. 

Secretary Shultz. The President’s view, as I have heard him ex¬ 
press it, and I believe that he felt very clearly, was that this-was 
basically about an initiative toward Iran and that as an aspect of 
it, we would get our hostages back and that a small sale of arms to 
Iran as a token of good intentions might or might not be part of 
that package, but he had no objection if it were. That is the way 
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his mind was arranged on this, as I have heard him talk about it, 
and I am sure that is what he does believe. 

Mr. Belnick. Later in the day, after the meeting- 

Secretary Shultz. And I think it’s perfectly possible to see it ex¬ 
actly that way. The only trouble is, as you look at particular things 
that happen when you get down into the dirt of the operational de¬ 
tails, it always comes out arms for hostages and, at least as 1 saw it 
right from the beginning, that was what was going to happen, and 
that’s why I objected to it so much. 

Mr. Belnick. And as I understand from the notes and discus¬ 
sions, during that period from November 10 on in various conversa¬ 
tions with the President and his advisers, some of which we will 
talk about, you continued to argue that the record would not sup¬ 
port an assertion other than that this was arms for hostages, or at 
least the record would not support an assertion that it was not 
arms for hostages. 

Secretary Shultz. That is correct. But the President felt that he 
didn't authorize an effort that was simply and purely an effort to 
trade arms for hostages, and so we went back and forth on that 
quite a bit. 

Mr. Belnick. And did you begin developing the view, particular¬ 
ly as of November 10—we’ll talk about the additional press guid¬ 
ance that you got on that day—that the President’s advisers were 
misleading him and not giving him the facts concerning what had 
actually transpired in the Iran initiative? 

Secretary Shultz. I developed a very clear opinion that the 
President was not being given accurate information, and I was very 
alarmed about it, and it became the preoccupying thing that I was 
working on through this period, and I felt that it was tremendously 
important for the President to get accurate information so he could 
see and make a judgment. 

His judgment is excellent when he is given the right information, 
and he was not being given the right information, and I felt as this 
went on that the people who were giving him the information 
were, in a sense—had—I think I even used the word with some of 
my advisers, they had a conflict of interest with the President and 
they were trying to use his undoubted skills as a communicator to 
have him give a speech and give a press conference and say these 
things and, in doing so, he would bail them out. 

At least that’s the way it was—I don’t want to try to attribute 
motives to other people too much, although I realize I have, but 
that’s the way it shaped up to me. 

So I was in a battle to try to get what I saw as the facts to the 
President and get—and see that he understood them. 

Now, this was a very traumatic period for me because everybody 
was saying I’m disloyal to the President, I’m not speaking up for 
the policy, and I’m battling away here, and I could see people were 
calling for me to resign if i can’t be loyal to the President, even 
including some of my friends and people who had held high office 
and should know that maybe there's more involved than they’re 
seeing. 

And I frankly felt that I was the one who was loyal to the Presi¬ 
dent, because I was the one who was trying to get him the facts so 
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he could make a decision, and I must say as he absorbed this he 
did, he made the decision that we must get all these facts out. 

But it was—it was a battle royal. 

Mr. Belnick. Mr. Secretary, in that battle royal to get out the 
facts which you waged and which the record reflects that you 
waged, who was the other side? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, I can't say for sure. I feel that Admiral 
Poindexter was certainly on the other side of it, I felt that Director 
Casey was on the other side of it, and I don't know who all el 
But they were the principals. 

Mr. Belnick. Mr. Secretary, if you will turn, please, to exhibits 
38A and 38B, I think you will recognize the first of those exhibits, 
38A, is a draft press guidance that you received after the meeting 
on November 10 from Admiral Poindexter as you were en route to 
an OAS—Organization of American States—meeting in Guatemala. 

And in that proposed press guidance the statement was made 
that as has been the case at a number of similar meetings with the 
President, referring to the meeting earlier that day, his senior— 
with his senior advisers on this matter, there was unanimous sup¬ 
port for the President’s decision. 

You found that statement misleading, correct? 

Secretary Shultz. That statement wasn't misleading; that state¬ 
ment was inaccurate. 

Mr. Belnick. And you told Admiral Poindexter to take it out? 

Secretary Shultz. I got—this meeting that we talked about earli¬ 
er was in the morning, I think, on November the 10th. 

Mr. Belnick. Yes, sir. 

Secretary Shultz. And I was leading our delegation to an OAS 
meeting in Guatemala and left in the late afternoon sometime, and 
this proposed press statement was cabled to me on the plane. I got 
it on the plane and responded from the plane. 

Mr. Belnick. And your response essentially was to tell Admiral 
Poindexter, as you said, it was inaccurate and take it out, that you 
supported the President and that could be stated, but it could not 
be stated that there was unanimity on the decisions regarding the 
Iran initiative; is that a fair summary? 

Secretary Shultz. That’s correct. I think I said in the meeting 
itself, somebody said, well, we should all go out and say we support 
the President’s decision as we have in the past, or something like 
that, and I said, no—in the meeting, said I support the President, 
you can say that any time you want, because I surely do support 
the President, but I didn’t support that decision so don’t—and 
this—it was part of the concern I had going back to the press guid¬ 
ance that I got when I was in Vienna, I guess is when I got that. 
That there's a tendency to put out statements that are misleading 
and are false, and that’s the way you get yourself in a jam, so don’t 
do it; get the facts out and get them out accurately. 

So that’s what was in my mind here when I objected to this 
seemingly innocent press guidance. 

Mr. Belnick. And did Admiral Poindexter tell you that your ob¬ 
jection was most unfortunate? 

Secretary Shultz. I said—he said this had been cleared by every¬ 
body who was at the meeting and they were coming to me and I 
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said I won’t clear it and it has to be changed, and he said that’s 
very unfortunate. But they did change it. 

I wasn’t altogether comfortable with the way it was changed, but 
anyway it was changed. 

Mr. Belnick. On November 12 the record reflects that you asked 
and urged the President’s Chief of Staff, then Don Regan, to assist 
you in persuading the President to turn Iran policy over to the 
State Department and end the Iran arms—or end Iran—sales of 
arms to Iran. 

On November 13 the President made his speech concerning the 
Iran initiative, and on November 14 you met with the President 
after the speech. 

Do you recall the substance of that meeting between you and the 
President on November 14, the day after he spoke to the nation? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, I would have to—I need to go back and 
look at my notes to refresh myself on that particular meeting. But 
I imagine it was more of the same. 

Mr. Belnick. As I understand your notes it was. 

Secretary Shultz. There was a constant back-and-forth between 
me and the President, and I sought him out to change this around. 
And going back to something you read out from an earlier cable 
about the compartments that were being created, I didn't want to 
become in one of Admiral Poindexter’s compartments, I wanted to 
get this out where I could see it for myself and get it managed 
right. 

So that’s what I was driving for, and to get the statement made 
flat out, no more arms sales. 

Mr. Belnick. And continuing with that, on November 15, which 
was a Saturday, you gave a draft paper to Don Regan to give to the 
President, again calling for an end of arms sales, and Regan in¬ 
formed you that he understood the position but the White House 
was not then in a position to adopt it, correct? 

Secretary Shultz. Correct. 

Earlier, as we had been discussing this, I had been asked by the 
White House to respond favorably to an invitation to appear on 
“Face the Nation,” and I was very reluctant to appear because I 
didn't see quite what I was going to say about the arms sales ques¬ 
tion, and at the same time I wanted to support the President, and 
this is—this is one thing, you are investigating this in great detail 
about Iran and I want to at some point in this hearing, if I can, to 
at least register the fact that there are other things going on in the 
world that are very good and represent a strong, positive, effective 
foreign policy that the President has structured. 

But, at any rate, Don Regan said, well, please go on, we need to 
have an administration spokesman and so on, and so I said OK, but 
I kept battling about this. 

Now, the Saturday that you mentioned, Mrs. Thatcher was a vis¬ 
itor to the United States and she met with the President in Camp 
David, and so I went up for that meeting. And Mrs. Thatcher likes 
to have meetings with her opposite number and she doesn’t need 
anybody else around. So she likes to meet with the President by 
herself. 

I remember once when I went to meet her, I was a private citi¬ 
zen but I was on a government mission, and she invited me to come 
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to Chequers to meet her, and I didn't realize what was going on, 
but obviously she wanted to meet me alone. So there was—but ev¬ 
erybody likes to come to these meetings. 

So she said, well, we'll have a lunch at Chequers and everybody 
will come. But why don’t you come at 11:00 and we’ll talk. So I 
transmitted that, and the Embassy gave me a car, and took me out 
there, because I was on a Presidential mission, and one of the offi¬ 
cers in the mission went with me, and we got out of the car, and I 
had known her and said hello, and I introduced my colleague, and 
she said, oh, yes, and she said, here's Mr. so-and-so, and I know he 
is here to take notes and so-and-so can take notes, but he said have 
you ever looked at the notes? She said we don't need them, why 
doesn’t he show your friend around Chequers and you and I will go 
around the comer and talk. 

That is the way she likes to do business, and I admire it. And I 
think at some point in this development if you ever get around to 
talking about what are the implications for the way the govern¬ 
ment ought to work, I think one of the messages that we can get 
from Mrs. Thatcher is that the government ought to work by the 
accountable people in it talking to each other and not having ev¬ 
erybody and his brother’s staff talking to each other all the time, 
and that’s her- 

Anyway, to go back to this story, we go up to Camp David and of 
course most of us stand around and talk to each other, the staff, 
me, and the President and Mrs. Thatcher meet and then they come 
and join us and we have further discussion, and there was a nice 
luncneon and then left. 

So I had no real shot at talking to the President, but I knew that 
Don Regan would probably get a word with him. So I wrote out and 
I gave it to Don, I said see if you can't get this cleared, and he said 
no—I felt he agreed with me but he said I can't make it. 

So there I was, appearing on the television, and I was asked—I 
thought the interview was—many people said it was a tough inter¬ 
view. I regarded the interviewer as doing actually an excellent job 
because that’s their job, to smoke out the story, and I said on that 
interview, yes, in my opinion there should be no more arms sales to 
Iran under current conditions, and then she said, well, do you 
speak for the administration, and I had to say no, I don’t. 

It was a sad day for me, very sad. But it was the truth. 

However, the next day the White House put out the word that I 
did speak for the adminstration and there would be no more arms 
sales to Iran. 

But this was the kind of battle that was going on. 

Mr. Belnick. Sir, on November 18, you gave directions to the 
U.S. Under Secretary of State, Mr. Armacost, and your executive 
assistant, that your Department had to get access to all of the facts 
concerning the Iran initiative. Notes reflected this was part of your 
continuing concern that those facts were being twisted find misrep¬ 
resented. 

On the same day, the State Department Legal Adviser, Judge 
Sofaer, attended a general counsels meeting at the White House 
and his testimony before the panel has indicated, and your notes 
show, he reported back that the NSC’s Counsel, Commander 
Thompson, had declined per instructions from Admiral Poindexter, 
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to give the full story either to Judge Sofaer or to the President’s 
Counsel, Mr. Wallison, who also attended that meeting. 

On the next day, the 19th, the President was set for a press con¬ 
ference that evening, and your record reflects that you spoke to the 
President earlier in the day before the press conference and told 
him, “We’ve been deceived and lied to and you have to watch out 
about saying no arms for hostages.’’ 

Do you recall that meeting with the President before the press 
conference? 

Secretary Shultz. Yes. That was— I think it was one of my regu¬ 
lar meetings, and I used the meeting to focus on this, and I think it 
was at that meeting the President said to me, he said, “You are 
telling me things that I don’t know, that are news to me.” 

And I remember saying, “Well, Mr. President, I don’t know very 
much, but if I am telling you things that are news to you, then you 
are not being given the kind of flow of information that you de¬ 
serve to be given,” or something like that. 

I think it was at that meeting that I said that, because I made a 
note afterwards. 

Mr. Belnick. Do you recall also at that meeting that you said to 
the President that Mr. McFarlane had once told you, alluding back 
to the November 1985 conversation that you had with Mr. McFar¬ 
lane in Geneva, that Mr. McFarlane had once told you about a 
planeload of arms that would go to Iran provided that the hostages 
were released. 

This in connection with your point that it was dangerous to say 
that this did not involve arms for hostages, and that the President 
replied to you that he had known of that shipment and—that he 
had known of that proposed shipment and had approved it? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, I don’t know whether it was at that 
meeting or one subsequent to his press conference, but I did use 
that illustration because I didn’t know about the structure of the 
various deals and still don’t know them clearly, but I used that il¬ 
lustration to say now here is one, and this is arms for hostages. 

And he said, “Yes, I knew about that,” or “I know about that,” 
or something like that. 

The President with me—as he discussed—was always very ready 
to say, “Yes, I knew this, I didn’t know that,” and so on. 

Mr. Belnick. The press conference was that evening. 

What was your reaction to what you heard? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, I called him after the press conference. 

Mr. Belnick. Called the President? 

Secretary Shultz. I always do, and I knew that he had been 
urged to have this press conference, and I told him that I* thought 
it was personally a very courageous thing to do and. to take on 
these subjects, but that I felt there were many statements made 
that were wrong or misleading. 

So I thought it was a very unfortunate press conference from 
that standpoint; and I said, “If you would like, I would welcome a 
chance to come around and go through it with you, and I will go 
through these points and tell you what I think is wrong with them 
and why.” 

Mr. Belnick. And what did the President say? 
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Secretary Shultz. He said, “Well, I welcome seeing you." So I— 
the next day, I met with him in the family quarters. It is a little 
more—a good setting for that kind of discussion than in the office. 

I asked Don Regan to be with me. I went through the things that 
I thought were wrong in the press conference with him. It was a 
long, tough discussion, not the kind of discussion I ever thought I 
would have with the President of the United States. 

But it was bark off all the way. 

Mr. Belnick. Did the President say he disagreed with you? 

Secretary Shultz. The President—he didn’t disagree with me. 
He corroborated things like the November 25 things, very open, 
strong discussion, but he had in his mind that what he authorized 
and what he expected to have carried out was an effort to get an 
opening of a different kind to Iran and the arms and the hostages 
were ancillary to that. That was not his objective. 

And that—and I am sure that is what the President felt. He 
wasn’t just saying that. That was his idea, and I kept trying to say, 
“Well, I recognize that, Mr. President, and that is a good objective, 
but that isn’t the way it worked,” at least insofar as l can see. 

So we—and then there were other things that were said that I 
was very concerned about. He was being given information that 
suggested that Iran was no longer practicing terrorism. That was 
wrong. And I don’t know, various other things, but the gist of it 
was that there were things that he had been given as information 
from the people who were briefing him and providing him with the 
information and the press conference preparatory sessions that 
were not, in my view, correct. 

And I don’t think that the people doing that were serving the 
President. In fact, I know they weren’t serving the President, and I 
was trying to get that point across in as strong a way as I could 
with not just sort of listing the arguments, but saying, “You have 
got to look at these facts.” 

Mr. Belnick. On November 21, the President authorized the At¬ 
torney General to go forward with an inquiry into the facts relat¬ 
ing to the Iran initiative. You were interviewed, you recall, by the 
Attorney General on Saturday, November 22. 

Secretary Shultz. I was very pleased to hear that the President 
had decided there should be an investigation. And I remember 
after my session with him that I described, 1 came back and I had 
felt—and I think I told my executive assistant I didn’t make a dent 
on him. But then when I saw this investigation, I thought well 
maybe he had some second thoughts, maybe I made more of an 
impact than I thought. 

Mr. Belnick. The notes of your interview with the Attorney Gen¬ 
eral reflect, among other things, your expressing the concern to 
him on that Saturday that this Iran matter—or fear that this Iran 
matter would somehow get wrapped into aid to the Nicaraguan Re¬ 
sistance. 

What was the basis for that fear that you expressed on Saturday, 
the 22d? 

Secretary Shultz. Because somebody had pointed out to that 
the—I think it is the Southern Air Transport was used in the Cen¬ 
tral American situation and also in terms of the flights of arms 
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and so I said, “Well, my gosh, if this gets connected, then we are 
going to have a problem with our policy in Central America.” 

That is what I noticed. 

Mr. Belnick. On Monday, November 24, there was an NSPG 
meeting on Iran. The record reflects there was continued discussion 
of points you had been raising about ending arms sales to Iran and 
criticizing the policy, and I take it there was no discussion at that 
meeting of the NSPG about what the Attorney General had discov¬ 
ered over the weekend concerning what we now refer to or as what 
has been referred to as the diversion? 

Secretary Shultz. I perhaps don’t have my dates lined up, but in 
my mind, when the Attorney General started his investigation, 
he—I heard about that Friday night, and he asked to see me early 
Saturday morning, and that is when I had my interview with him. 

Mr. Belnick. Tliat is right. 

Secretary Shultz. And then I went off for the weekend and then 
this all broke open early the next week. 

Mr. Belnick. Tuesday was the date of his press conference. 
Monday was the NSPG. And the discussion so far as we have been 
able to see related solely to Iran. And you have no recollection of 
the Attorney General discussing what he had discovered during the 
weekend at that time before the press conference, before the morn¬ 
ing of the 25th? 

Secretary Shultz. No, I don’t. Perhaps that was the NSPG meet¬ 
ing in which, again, Admiral Poindexter and Director Casey were 
explaining this initiative, and I think Mr. Cave—that was the first 
time I saw him in action, came and he explained to us about Iran. 

Mr._ Belnick. Talking about the second channel? 

Secretary Shultz. I think maybe that was the meeting. 

Mr. Belnick. Do you recall that later in the day on November 24 
that Admiral Poindexter called the State Department, returning a 
call from Secretary Whithead, and at that point, in a seeming re¬ 
versal of what he had been saying up until then—this was on 
Monday, the 24th, the night before the press conference, Poin¬ 
dexter said that he thought State had to get involved and take the 
lead in the policy, that he wanted to get out of it? 

Secretary Shultz. Yes. That is right. 

Mr. Belnick. He didn’t tell you what was moving him at that 
particular point in time? 

Secretary Shultz. No, but I was very glad to hear that, because 
it enabled us to get hold of it and inform ourselves better on the 
one hand and do things about it on the other, which we proceeded 
to do. 

Mr. Belnick. The next day—and we are coming to the end, Mr. 
Secretary—November 25, you learned at a meeting that morning 
about the discovery of the diversion, that Admiral Poindexter had 
resigned, that North had been relieved of his duties at the NSC, 
State was now going to take over administration of the Iran policy, 
a matter which you, according to the record, discussed with the 
President the next day on November 26th. 

There was then activity aimed at setting up what was to be a 
meeting which State would now attend for the first time with the 
second channel. The record reflects that on December 12, Secretary 
Armacost and Director Casey—December 12, 1986, Secretary Arma- 
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cost and Casey agreed on ground rules for the upcoming meeting 
with the second channel, among which were—was the rule that the 
channel would be used only for intelligence and not for policy; do 
you recall that? 

Secretary Shultz. Yes. And this was one of the things that we 
were very concerned about, and I have been very concerned about 
for some time. That is the mixing up of intelligence and operations, 
and so we, as I described earlier, when I authorized this meeting to 
take place, with a Farsi speaking State Department officer present, 
we drew up explicit instructions, talking points, for him to use and 
read out. Don’t just use them as a basis. Read them out; and as 
part of that, we wanted to get across the idea that the policy—no 
more arms, but this channel is for intelligence, not policy and to 
get the Agency separated from policy. 

That was our object. That was not, I suppose, so important for 
Iran as it was for us, but nevertheless, we wanted that to be clear. 

And so Under Secretary Armacost, in his meeting with Director 
Casey, worked out an agreed set of talking points. I was—I think I 
was out of the country at the time. I was on my way back from a 
NATO meeting, I think. 

Mr. Belnick. And those talking points were relayed by cable, ex¬ 
hibit 49, to Ambassador Dunbar who was to be State’s representa¬ 
tive at the upcoming—the meeting in Frankfurt that was then to 
take place with the second channel? 

Secretary Shultz. Right. 

Mr. Belnick. Now, did the ground rules also include that Mr. 
Cave would be replaced as a negotiator with the second channel? 

Secretary Shultz. Yes. 

Mr. Belnick. Did you learn that Director Casey had done some¬ 
thing to nullify these ground rules after he agreed to them with 
Secretary Armacost? 

Secretary Shultz. What we learned was that Director Casey 
called John Whitehead. In the meantime, Mike Armacost had gone 
to a planned trip to Southern Africa. He had left the city. So—and 
so John Whitehead was the senior officer, would have been 
anyway, but he was there to follow these things. And Director 
Casey called him and said that he had heard from Keel that there 
had been a change in the instructions that had been agreed on and 
he should call Keel to find out what was what. So he did. 

And basically what wa3 changed was that the policy came back 
in again, so he said how did that come about? And the answer was 
that Director Casey had called Don Regan and told Don. Regan that 
he thought this was not in accord with the President’s wishes and 
he should take it up with the President, which apparently Don did, 
and Keel was called in and told to get it changed. So it was 
changed. 

Mr. Belnick. And then, as you testified earlier, at the meeting in 
Frankfurt, on December 13, after Ambassador Dunbar delivered 
what you believed to have been the agreed upon message, that 
there would be no more arms sales, the Iranian representative said 
lets talk about arms sales, and brought out what’s been referred to 
in these hearings as the nine-point agenda, which included a prom¬ 
ise to get the Dawa terrorist prisoners released and other promises 
that affected the foreign relations and war making activity of the 
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United States, and that was the first time the State Department 
learned of the existence of those accords; am I correct? 

Secretary Shultz. That’s right. I learned about it via the secure 
call we got from Mr. Dunbar after the meeting, and he got what he 
had gotten from the meeting and from his conversations with Mr. 
Cave. Of course, we then subsequently went to—I went to Mr. 
Gates and he then found the document which we subsequently, I 
forget just when—came into possession of. But what Mr. Dunbar 
reported was the essence of the matter. 

Mr. Belnick. Mr. Chairman, members of the panel, Mr. Dunbar’s 
report and other information which the Department received at 
the time is reflected in memos that appear at tabs 50 and 51, to 
which I will refer the panel’s attention rather than review them. 

Mr. Nunn. Mr. Chairman, I don’t know, perhaps everyone got 
the point, but I didn’t quite get the point about what changed. I 
don’t know whether the Secretary could go back over that? We just 
talked about a change that took place, and I’m not sure the sub¬ 
stance of that change is clear. 

Mr. Belnick. Mr. Secretary, tie change the Senator is referring 
to is the one you discussed, were the ground rules which said this 
channel would be used for intelligence only, was now put back to 
be a channel for both policy and intelligence, and the question, as I 
understand Senator Nunn, is what was the significance of that 
change? What did it really mean to say that a channel that you 
had insisted and thought would be used now only for intelligence 
was going to be a channel that would be used for both intelligence 
and policy? 

Secretary Shultz. I meant that the battle to get intelligence sep¬ 
arated from policy and control over the policy was very much in 
play and the Director of Central Intelligence wanted to keep him¬ 
self very heavily involved in this policy which he had been involved 
in apparently all along. That’s what it meant. To me that’s what it 
meant. 

Mr. Belnick. Mr. Secretary, did it indicate to you that State had 
not—that your belief that State had now been given control over 
the policy towards Iran might not, in fact, be the case, and that, in 
fact, nothing had changed? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, a lot had changed by this time. It wasn’t 
that nothing had changed, but as you well know, or maybe vou 
don’t—you are not a Washingtonian—nothing ever gets settled in 
this town. You have to keep fighting, every inch of the way. 

Mr. Belnick. But at least on that point, it occurred to you that 
what might not have changed was that State was still not firmly in 
the driver’s seat when it came to Iran policy? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, I felt that we were in the driver’s seat 
all right. On the other hand, obviously Director Casey had man¬ 
aged to go, after having agreed to something, and not calling—he 
didn't call John Whitehead back and say John, you know we 
agreed on that, but I think we ought to change it. He went to basi¬ 
cally to the President and got it changed, and used a rather, I 
think, deceptive way of letting us find out that it had been 
changed. 

Mr. Belnick. It occurred to you in connection with that and with 
the revelation about the nine-point accord that the deception that 
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you feared had been in progress before was continuing even after 
November 25? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, I was worried about it. Of course, I got 
back after this message went out, and I was sitting in Washington 
when the meeting that Mr. Cave and Mr. Dunbar had with the Ira¬ 
nian took place. I was in Washington then. And still, you know, 
trying to struggle, keep track of all this. 

Mr. Belnick. But nobody had told you as they informed you that 
State could now take over the policy, and ground rules would be 
developed, that there was still a proposal on the table to sell arms 
to Iran and on top of that, to release terrorist prisoners, to prepare 
for possible intervention in a war, to undertake opposition to the 
Government of Iraq, nobody had informed the Secretary of State of 
that? Correct? 

Secretary Shultz. Nobody had informed me of this so-called 9- 
point agenda. But as far as I was concerned, our policy was clear. 
No more arms sales under these circumstances. 

Mr. Belnick. As you testified earlier, and will be gone into later, 
you reported your discovery to the President on December 14, and 
based on his reaction, you felt that now at last you had gotten 
through? 

Secretary Shultz. The President was stunned, and he was furi¬ 
ous, as I have said before, and this just had a big impact on him. 
He had no idea of this at all, I am sura- 

Mr. Belnick. At that point, Mr. Secretary, the argument which 
had begun in 1985 was finally over? 

Secretary Shultz. I hope so. 

Mr. Belnick. So do I. 

Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 

Chairman Hamilton. The joint hearings will stand in recess 
until 2:30 p.m. 

[Whereupon, at 12:25 p.m., the Select Committees recessed, to re¬ 
convene at 2:30 p.m., the same day.] 

afternoon session 

The Select Committees met, pursuant to recess, at 2:30 p.m., in 
room 2172, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Lee H. Hamilton 
(chairman of the House Select Committee) and Hon. Daniel K. 
Inouye (chairman of the Senate Select Committee) presiding. 

Chairman Hamilton. The joint hearings of the Select Commit¬ 
tees will come to order. 

The Chair recognizes the chairman of the Select Committee from 
the Senate, Chairman Inouye. 

Mr. Chairman? 

Chairman Inouye. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Good afternoon, Mr. Secretary. 

Secretary Shultz. Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Inouye. Before I proceed, I would like to thank you, 
Mr. Secretary, and your staff for assisting us throughout this diffi¬ 
cult period, and I would like to single out two members of your 
staff, Judge Abraham Sofaer, and Miss Elizabeth Keefer. 
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In case you didn’t know, both of them were extremely helpful to 
us. They spent weekends with us late into the night, and if for a 
moment you thought you lost them, they were with us. 

I just wanted the record to show the State Department has been 
extremely helpful and cooperative. 

Secretary Shultz. Thank you. That was our intent, and I share 
your high opinion of the two people that you mentioned. 

Chairman Inouye. Before I proceed, Mr. Secretary, just, in case 
the people of the United States know you only as Secretary of 
State, I think they should know something about your background. 

For example, that soon after December 7, when you received 
your bachelor’s degree from the Princeton University, you enlisted 
in the Marine Corps and soon found yourself in one of the bloodiest 
battles of the Pacific, the battle of the Palau Islands. You got your 
master’s degree at MIT and your Ph.D. in industrial economics. 

Soon after that, you served as the Senior Staff Assistant to the 
President’s Council of Economic Advisers during the adminstration 
of President Eisenhower. Then in 1957, you were called by the Uni¬ 
versity of Chicago, School of—Graduate School of Business, you 
became dean of this graduate school, and a fellow at the Center for 
Advanced Study at Stanford. 

Then you served in the adminstration of President Nixon as Sec¬ 
retary of Labor for 18 months, and thereafter as Director of the 
Office of Management and Budget. And during that period, you 
also served as chairman of the Council on Economic Policy, chair¬ 
man of the East-West Trade Policy Committee. 

And in 1974, you joined one of the most important engineering 
companies in the world, the Bechtel Corp., and you soon became 
President and a Director of the Bechtel Group, Inc. And prior to 
your appointment in 1982 as Secretary of State, you were the 
chairman of President Reagan’s Economic Policy Advisory Board. 

You have written over a dozen books of great promise and 
wisdom. 

I just wanted this background to indicate to one and all some¬ 
thing about yo u r- contributi o ns to this country as ^ t n - out s tand i ng 
public servant. 

Mr. Secretary, at the outset of these hearings which began about 
2 months ago, I made a sad prediction that when the story began to 
unfold, the American people will have the right to ask, “How did 
this ever happen here or how could this ever happen in the United 
States?” 

And I think at the same time Americans would have the right to 
demand that it never happen again. 

The story we have heard over the past 10 weeks of testimony to 
some have been sad and depressing and distressing, and to many of 
us on this panel, and many of us are old timers and a bit sophisti¬ 
cated, but we found it shocking and at times frightening. And I be¬ 
lieve that may be the question the Americans will ask and the ex¬ 
pectations they have a bit more compelling. 

Mr. Secretary, you and I have lived through the agony and the 
nightmare of Watergate, and we saw it ruin a President, ruin his 
senior advisers, demoralize the country, and cause the American 
people to lose faith in their political leaders. 
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Therefore, it is especially troubling to me, and I am sure it is to 
you, to see this Nation once again faced with this breakdown of 
trust between the important branches of government. 

And, more importantly, between the government and the Ameri¬ 
can people. 

Mr. McFarlane, just before this thing began to unravel, sent a 
note to Admiral Poindexter, and he said, “I lived through Water¬ 
gate, John. Well-meaning people didn’t intend to lie, but ultimately 
came around to it.” 

My question is a very general one, Mr. Secretary, but with your 
background in public service and being at the helm of the State De¬ 
partment, I hope you can give us a response: How did this happen 
again and how did life-long public servants, patriotic Americans 
like Admiral Poindexter, Bud McFarlane, Bill Casey, and Oliver 
North find themselves in a position where they misled you, kept 
information away from the Secretary of State, from the Secretary 
of Defense, lied to the Congress, withheld information from the 
President of the United States, destroyed, shredded, tore up, al¬ 
tered important documents, government documents to hide or 
cover up their activities, and involved rather shady characters— 
and that is an understatement, I think—in participating in the for¬ 
mulation of foreign policy and the implementation of such while at 
the same time skirting around the people who should be doing that 
work, to wit, the Secretary of State and the Ambassadors? 

And more importantly, Mr. Secretary, if you could also touch 
upon and advise us as to how we can prevent this from happening 
again and thus avoid the suffering of national self-doubt and inter¬ 
national humiliation that follows such an ordeal? 

I realize this may be a big plate, but I am certain you can fill it, 
sir. 

Secretary Shultz. First of all, Mr. Chairman, I appreciate your 
very generous opening comment and your invitation to comment 
on these major questions, and I'll do my best. 

The first point, I think it’s very important to recognize, you 
spoke about restoring trust and confidence. The first point I think 
we need to keep before us is that a tremendous amount has gone 
right for America in the last few years. In fact, in many respects 
we’re on a roll. And our efforts to help people move toward democ¬ 
racy and freedom, our efforts to show that a form of economic orga¬ 
nization and economic policy that emphasizes markets and incen¬ 
tives, enterprise, things that have worked for us and we believe in, 
those things have gone forward. 

Our efforts, that the President has led, to bring about a situation 
where the agenda, for example, on arms control is not limitation 
on how much you can increase but drastic reductions, that is the 
agenda now. When the President put it forward 6 years or 5 years 
ago, people said it was unrealistic, it showed he wasn't really inter¬ 
ested in arms control, but now that’s the agenda. 

And in Central America, which has a principal focus of attention 
here, we ought to remind ourselves that things have been going 
quite well in Central America, and through this process that we 
have of argument and so on, and I don't know how many times I’ve 
testified before this, in this room before the Foreign Affairs Com¬ 
mittee and other committees on Central America and other issues, 



52 


and, boy, we have had some argument, but now what do we see 
down there? We see that instead of just Costa Rica we have four 
countries with civilian-elected Presidents, we have a broad—and 
broad support for them in the Congress, bipartisan, and we have a 
general recognition that Nicaragua is the odd-man out. And we 
have differences of opinion about what ought to be done about that. 
But hardly anybody has a good word to say for Nicaragua, for very 
good reasons, and most everybody realizes that the Soviets are 
pouring stuff in there. So by last year we had a vote, had to have a 
lot of Democrats as well as Republicans voting for it, that support¬ 
ed the people fighting for freedom in Nicaragua. 

So I state that because it shows our process, with all of its diffi¬ 
culties, can work, and things have been going our way, and the fact 
of the matter is that the revolutionary idea in the world right now 
is our idea—freedom. So part of restoring trust and confidence in 
our system is to recognize that with full recognition of what has 
been brought forward by your committee, that this is not the totali¬ 
ty of government, this is not the totality of our policy. There’s a lot 
more, and it’s basically good. 

And I would say with respect to the revelations that were 
brought out this morning and that I’ve been learning about of the 
deception and so on, and people coming and telling you that they 
lied to you and so on, as they did-to others, that’s not the way life 
is in government as I have experienced it. It is—government in the 
Congress and in the Executive Branch is basically full of people 
who are here because they want to help and they’re honest, they 
work at it. We argue. But I would say, for example, right now in 
the State Department, the people I work with, I have never worked 
with more able and more dedicated people who just work their tails 
off when they see the substance in what we are doing and what we 
are trying to achieve. 

So government is full of that, and I think, like you, I want to 
send a message out around our country that public service is a 
very rewarding and honorable thing, and nobody has to think they 
need to lie and cheat in order to be a public servant or to work in 
foreign policy. Quite to the contrary: If you are really going to be 
effective over any period of time, you have to be straightforward 
and you have to conduct yourself in a basically honest way so 
people will have confidence and trust in you. So I think'that’s a 
second point I would like to make to people. 

I had the great benefit, when I first came here in the Cabinet 
almost 20 years ago, to have a great American take me under his 
wing, and many of you know him, Bryce Harlow, a wonderful man, 
very experienced in the ways of Washington, and, boy, nobody was 
sharper at figuring the angles and getting things his way. He was 
sensational. 

But everybody listened to him, there was never any mark on 
Bryce. Why? He drummed it into me when I first came here. He 
said, “Remember, George, one thing: Trust is the coin of the realm, 
trust is the coin of the realm. Be careful when you make a promise 
to somebody because you want to be sure you are ready to carry it 
out. And no matter how tempting it may be if you are trying to 
persuade somebody to vote for this or that or the other to say yes 
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to something that they want, don’t say yes unless you are prepared 
to work your heart out to get it or think you can deliver it. 

So trust is the coin of the realm. I think Bryce was absolutely 
right about that. And I think you know very well, as you sort out 
your own colleagues, they are the people wno do their homework, 
and they are the people who basically, you have confidence in, and 
those are the ones that count. 

I think there are a lot of things to be learned myself, reflecting 
on these events, if not from these events, that seem to me, as 1 
have thought about it, worth mentioning. Some of them were 
brought out in the discussion this morning. One that I think was 
most vivid in response to Senator Nunn’s question, and that is, I 
think that the importance of separating the functions of gathering 
and analyzing intelligence from the function of developing and car¬ 
rying out policy. If the two things are mixed in together, it is too 
tempting to have your analysis and your—the selection of informa¬ 
tion that is presented favor the policy that you are advocating. 

And even if you are very good at avoiding that, still when it is 
known that you are a strong advocate of a certain policy, the 
people who don’t share your view are bound to wonder about the 
intelligence. What the American people have done, what the Con¬ 
gress has done through your appropriating process is to create an 
intelligence capability that is really very impressive in its capacity 
to gather information, its capacity to analyze it and present it in 
an effective way, and it seems to me that one of the reflections 
here is, should be that is a very big and important job, and that is 
enough. Do that. They serve the President, they serve the members 
of the National Security Council, they serve the Congress, they pro¬ 
vide us information. It is up to us to use it. It is up to us to ask 
them the right questions so they gather—so they will gather infor¬ 
mation that is bears on the things that are on our mind. 

I figure the way it should be, perhaps using my business experi¬ 
ence, that in a sense the intelligence agencies are out there, and I 
am their client. They have to serve me. They are not my competi¬ 
tor. I am their client. So I think that is one message, and I am very 
reassured, as I have talked with the new Director, Mr. Webster, at 
the way he is approaching it, and I think he believes that this is 
the right way to go about it. 

But I think it is a very profound thing, and it is very easy for it 
to slip away, and I hate to say it, but I believe that one of the rea¬ 
sons the President was given what I regard as wrong information, 
for example, about Iran and terrorism was that the agency or the 
people in the CIA were too involved in this. So that is one point. 
And I feel very clear in my mind about this point. And I know that 
long before this all emerged, I had come to have great doubts about 
the objectivity and reliability of some of the intelligence I was get¬ 
ting, because I had a sense of this. So that is one point. 

A second point has to do with accountability. I think the oper¬ 
ations of the government, of the Executive Branch of the Govern¬ 
ment, I will confine my comments to that, but I want to get to the 
interactions between tne branches. You stop me, Mr. Chairman, if I 
am carrying on here. You ought to interject. 

But I think the Executive Branch ought to be so organized that 
to the maximum extent possible the people who are running things 
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are accountable people. Accountable people are, number one, the 
President and the Vice President, they are accountable to the 
American people, thev run for election, just like in the Congress 
the accountable people, in my opinion, are the Members of Con¬ 
gress, the Senate and House, you run for election, you are account¬ 
able to your constituents. 

In the Executive Branch there are also a lot of other people who 
are accountable in a different way. They are people who get nomi¬ 
nated by the President for a post and they are examined and so on 
and they get nominated, and then they appear before you. I ap¬ 
peared and spent 2 days—before the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee—of examination. And then the full Senate votes. 

So they examine you and then that’s not the end of it, by any 
means. From then on you are accountable in the sense that you 
can be called to testily. 

And it’s not only the Cabinet officers, but all the Presidential ap¬ 
pointees. Judge Sofaer—if you have some problems with what’s 
going on in the legal adviser’s office or something you want, you 
have him come up here and testify. He's accountable, and I’m ac¬ 
countable. 

And there’s hardly a day goes by when the Congress is in session 
when—if there’s not somebody from the State Department who is 
an accountable officer, an assistant secretary, under secretary, or 
deputy secretary, whatever, that isn't appearing before some com¬ 
mittee or some committee of this Congress answering questions, 
presenting testimony, and in that sense being accountable. 

So, I believe that the operations of the government should be in 
the hands of accountable people. 

Now, I watched as much of your hearings as I could. I have a 
full-time job so I didn't watch it as much as I would have liked to. 
But I heard the question put to Admiral Poindexter, did he tell the 
President about this fund diversion, and he said no, he decided that 
he wouldn’t do that, and of course the President has said that he 
had no information about the fund diversion. 

I have no doubt about the President’s word on that matter— 
never have—because I’ve heard him say that in private as well as 
public. 

But in a sense, when I heard that question and answer, I said to 
myself, well, that’s an interesting question, that's a Washington 
question, “who did what to whom” type question, but the deeper 
question is how could it be that a staff person was the sole posses¬ 
sor of such a piece of information and had operational control over 
it and his colleagues didn’t know about it and he had that decision 
in his hands. 

That decision shouldn’t be in his hands in the first place. 

So I believe that the Tower Commission was absolutely right in 
saying that the staff of the National Security Council should not be 
involved in operations at all. 

I believe that the Tower Commission, in its recommendation that 
the staff of the National Security Council chair the meetings of 
Cabinet officers, the adviser, and the deputy, the sub-Cabinet and 
so on down the line, thereby putting the National Security Council 
staff at the center of the process—I think the Tower Commission 
recommendation on that is totally wrong. 
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I think the chairmanship and all that stands for should be in the 
hands of the accountable departments, whatever the subject may 
be, and the National Security Council staff should not be anywhere 
near the size that it is now. It should be much smaller and it 
should perform a very, very important iob, which is a tough job, 
and that is the job of coordinating, the job of being up on their toes 
and running whenever there is a problem and you have a real time 
thing that you have to cope with—so I'm doing something here, 
Secretary Weinberger is over there, we are coordinating with the 
President, we have somebody to call into—like, for example, when 
the decision was made to try to bring down, get forced to land a 
plane that we knew about that was carrying terrorists and the 
President made the decision to get that plane down. 

That was a good operation in the sense that it worked well to¬ 
gether, it was coordinated well by Admiral Poindexter, the Presi¬ 
dent was very decisive and very quick, and the job was done and 
we got the terrorists down, and one of them was subsequently let 
go but the others weren’t, and we were able to deliver the message: 
There’s no place to hide, Mr. Terrorist. 

So that was a good operation, and I might say in connection with 
that, there was hardly a peep out of Congress. They weren’t con¬ 
sulted by the President before he made the decision. There was no 
way he could consult with anybody. He had to decide one way or 
the other or the opportunity was gone. He stepped up to it, he de¬ 
cided it and it was done. 

So the NSC staff has an important role to play, but you don’t 
have to be very big to play that role. 

So I think that the forum of organization in which the accounta¬ 
ble departments are basically running the operations is the right 
forum. 

Now, how can that work? It is not so easy. But I took part in an 
experiment or an effort in my prior time in the government when I 
was Secretary of the Treasury. 

The President decided that the Secretary of the Treasury ought 
to also work for him in coordinating economic policy, and that is 
the case today. 

The Secretary of the Treasury is the chief economic officer and 
he has a coordinating function, and I support that, and I work 
under his direction in that regard, and I know enough never to 
have anything to say about the value of the dollar, even though I 
once used to have that job and I have my ideas. I never say a word 
about it. 

So I had my office as Secretary of the Treasury in the Treasury 
building, but I also had an office in the White House, and I had as 
my deputy in the White House role, a very able person, Ken Damm 
who was Deputy Secretary of State for a while. 

- So there was a coordinating role there, but more important, 
there was a White House identification. 

When I was asked by the President to be Secretary of State, I 
was in London on a business trip and I flew to Washington and 
was choppered up to Camp David—it was a Sunday—to meet with 
the President and we talked things over. 

And I said to him, “Mr. President, I consider myself part of this 
group. I am your guy. I am part of the White House. I am your 
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person designated to manage the State Department for you and to 
use the tremendous resources that there are over there to develop 
policy, to help carry it out as you direct.” 

The President is the guy wno got elected. He is the guy who has 
the right to call the shots. So it is up to the Secretary of State to 
have a completely confident relationship with him, so that I know 
what is on his mind, I know how he thinks, and talk with him 
about it, and I think—and I have tried to do that. 

But I think it would be a good thing if the Cabinet also had of¬ 
fices in the Executive Office Building and they, so to speak, had a 
White House point of view, the President’s point of view, and they 
worked back and forth between their departments and there was a 
plan put forward to the Congress when I was in the Budget Bureau 
under President Nixon that had this idea in it, and it said every 
department should have a strong deputy secretary and you would 
expect the deputy secretary would basically run the department 
and the Secretary is working closely with the President, you are 
the President’s person. 

Chairman Hamilton. Mr. Secretary, excuse me for interrupting 
you. There is a vote pending in the House. That is why the House 
Members have left. I am informed that there will be another vote 
following the one now taking place. I apologize for interrupting 
you, but I know Members want to know that. 

You may proceed, sir. 

Secretary Shultz. I am reassured, because I thought—that is 
why I asked Senator Inouye maybe I am carrying on and he wants 
me to stop. I am losing my audience. 

Chairman Hamilton. No. This is not a good place for us to inter¬ 
rupt you, Mr. Secretary, but it is necessary at this point. 

Secretary Shultz. Where was I? 

The idea was have the Cabinet close to the President. It is often 
said here that give a person a couple of weeks—Bryce Harlow used 
to say this: “Put somebody in as Secretary of one of the services 
and give the services about 2 weeks and he’s theirs,” or the same 
in any department. 

There are points of view in departments, but the Secretary 
should have the President’s point of view and make the depart¬ 
ment respond to that point of view. That is our form of govern¬ 
ment. That is the way it says it should be. 

So I think there should be a rearrangement of things that em¬ 
phasizes the importance of Cabinet government in that sense. And 
that would necessitate some shifting around, but I think it would 
be basically beneficial. 

It would be beneficial, among other things, in the final point that 
I would like to make in this set of comments, that is, on the inter¬ 
action between the Executive Branch and the legislative branch. 
And we have a lot of problems right now in that regard is my sense 
and probably we are responsible for some of them, and I think you 
are responsible for some of them. 

But at any rate, we have a system that is described as checks 
and balances or division, separation of powers and it is a good 
system, I think. 

Now, separation of powers to me means that there are different 
functions to be performed by the different branches. The two 
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branches—I will just confine myself now to the executive and legis¬ 
lative—they shouldn’t be trying to do each other’s job, they should 
respect each other’s job. It is for the legislature to pass the laws 
and appropriate the funds and raise the taxes. 

A legislature can’t manage government policy. It is just not 
wieldy, it doesn’t work, it is not constituted that way. That is why 
there is an executive Branch, to manage things and to develop poli¬ 
cies and to push them. 

But the Executive Branch can’t do it unless it gets appropria¬ 
tions and, of course, it has to live by the laws. 

So I think—looking at it from the Executive Branch standpoint, 
we have to respect the fundamental duties of our colleagues on the 
Hill, but we have to expect them to respect ours and what that 
means is, as many have pointed out, that while we have a system 
of separation of powers in the way it is constituted, it inevitably 
means we also have a system of sharing powers, and there isn r t 
any real way to say here is the answer by some kind of a formula. 

You have to have a sense of tolerance and respect and a capacity 
to work together and a desire to do it, for us to share information, 
for you to put forward your ideas, not to keep telling us all the 
time how to run things, but keep tabs. To have a way of interact¬ 
ing, and I think, as I said this morning, the people you should want 
to interact with are the accountable people and the people that we 
should want to interact with as accountable people in the Execu¬ 
tive Branch are the accountable people. 

I am a great respecter of staff and you cannot operate without it 
and there is a lot to be done by staff work and interacting of staff 
work, but that is really not the way for us to do our business to¬ 
gether primarily. 

The way for us to do things is basically to deal with each other 
and you can only do that from your standpoint if you feel when 
you are meeting with the accountable people that they really are 
the ones who are running things. 

If somebody else is running things, you are not meeting the right 
guy or girl. 

So these are some of my reflections. Intelligence separated from 
policy. Let the accountable people run things. And be sure that the 
accountable people are tied in with the President. 

In a sense, the President should feel that the Cabinet is his staff. 

I read in the newspapers the other day that it is inevitable that 
because the National Security Adviser is in the White House and 
meets with the President all the time that he is bound to be the 
President’s principal adviser on national security affairs. 

I don’t agree with that at all. And this is not, I hope, a turf-con¬ 
scious kind of statement, because I didn't come here to do that. It 
is a statement about what people regard as inevitable, but which 
shouldn’t be. And if it is true that your influence depends upon 
where you sit or—and so on, then I think there should be some 
places to sit for the Cabinet closer to the President and he might 
even make a practice of sitting over there some himself, because 
obviously you couldn’t do it all in the White House. 

You have to use what some of us old timers still call the old 
State, War and Navy building. It used to hold that whole shebang. 
If we could pull some of the staff out, there would be enough room 
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for the Cabinet in there, and for the President in there, and we 
could have more accountable government. 

So those are some thoughts. 

Chairman Inouye. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Secretary, I have another question and I ask this with great 
reluctance, because I realize it is rather personal in nature, but I 
think it is relevant. 

On that basis, I wish to ask you this question: I have been ad¬ 
vised that in August of 1986, you tended a letter of resignation to 
the President of the United States. 

Is that true? And if so, can you tell us something about it? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, you must have learned that from the 
fact that these notes that I have kept have been shared with the 
committees and there is something about that in there. That is 
true. And I have asked the President to let me leave this office on 
a couple of other occasions earlier. That is the case. 

I don't know if you have some question you want to ask me 
about that or- 

Chairman Inouye. Was that in any way related to the Iran- 
Contra affair? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, in August of 1986, I thought that it was 
over. There was no—I didn’t know anything about the Contra side 
of it anyway, but on the effort with Iran, I thought was basically 
on a proper track. But it was because I felt a sense of estrange¬ 
ment. 

I knew the White House was very uncomfortable with me. I was 
very uncomfortable with what I was getting from the intelligence 
community, and I knew they were very uncomfortable with me, 
perhaps going back to the lie detector test business. I could feel it. 

What I have learned about the various things that were being 
done I suppose explains why I was not in good odor with the NSC 
staff and some of the others in the White House. I had a terrible 
time. There was a kind of guerrilla warfare going on on all kinds of 
little things. 

For example, as you know, the Congress doesn’t treat the State 
Department very well when it comes to appropriated funds, and 
not only have we historically taking a beating, but we have been 
cut brutally. 

This is a pitch I am making. It is true, though. And I think in a 
manner that is not in the interests of the United States. There is 
no—it is not time for us to be hauling the flag down around the 
world at all. 

But anyway, one of the conventions that’s grown up because we 
have no travel money to speak of and the Secretary of State can’t 
travel around on our budget at all. There is no way. And the con¬ 
vention is that there is a—the Air Force runs a White House Presi¬ 
dential wing, and when the Secretary of State has a mission, that 
gets approved and then I get an airplane and the State Department 
doesn't pay for the airplane and it’s paid for out of this budget. If I 
had to pay for that airplane, I couldn’t travel. So you have me 
grounded unless I can get approved. 

Now, it’s not a problem. The system works all right and it’s just 
assumed that that is the way it is supposed to be; but I started 
having trouble because some people on the White House staff de- 
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cided that they were going to make my life unhappy and they 
stopped approving these airplane things. And we fought about it 
and so on, and finally—I hated to do this—I went to the President 
and gave him a little memorandum, check off “yes," “no.” That’s 
no business for the Secretary of State to be taking up with the 
President of the United States. But I found out there was a charac¬ 
ter in the White House that was in charge of doing this. His name 
was Jonathan Miller. You’ve seen him here. He was knocking me 
out of—trying to knock me out of trips, which—I took the trips. 

But this atmosphere that I found—I felt that I was no longer on 
the wave length that I should be on, and so I told the President. I 
said I'd like to leave and here’s my letter. And he stuck it in his 
drawer. He said, “You’re tired. It's about time you go on vacation, 
and let’s talk about it after you get back from vacation.” So I said 
OK, and I guess everybody knows what happened. 

Beginning early in September last year, it was a tremendous 
stretch of activity and so nothing evrr happened on that. So I sup¬ 
pose you could say it was related to all of this, but I didn't—wasn’t 
exactly on the point. 

At an earlier time, in the middle of 1983, I resigned, and that 
was because I discovered that Bud McFarlane, who was then the 
Deputy National Security Adviser, was sent on a secret trip to the 
Middle East, to Saudi Arabia, Syria, Israel, Jordan, Egypt, I guess, 
without my knowledge while we were busy negotiating out there, 
and also, I found some things happened with respect to actions on 
Central America that I didn’t know about beforehand. So I went to 
the President and said, “Mr. President, you don’t need a guy like 
me for Secretary of State if this is the way things are going to be 
done, because when you send somebody out like that McFarlane 
trip, I’m done.” 

In the labor relations business—I used to be Secretary of Labor. 
There used to be a lot of intervention in labor disputes and we used 
to say when the President hangs out his shingle, he’ll get all the 
business. When the President hangs out his shingle and says, “You 
don’t have to go through the State Department, just come right 
into the White House,” he’ll get all the business. That's a big 
signal to countries out there about how to deal with the U.S. Gov¬ 
ernment. 

And it may have had something to do with how events tran¬ 
spired for all I know, but it’s wrong. You can’t do it that way. And 
on that occasion, we had a very strong discussion and that is the— 
how these regular meetings that I have with the President got 
started, and they have been very, very helpful. 

So the other time I resigned was after my big lie detector test 
flap, and again I could see that I was on the outs with everybody, 
so I said, “Mr. President, why don’t you let me go home. I like it in 
California.” And again he wouldn’t let that happen. That was in 
late 1985. Mr. McFarlane had resigned, and Mr. McFarlane and I, I 
think, worked very effectively together in the—in our efforts with 
the U.S.S.R. and in what became that Geneva meeting, and in the 
end, I didn’t feel, with Mr. McFarlane having left, that it was fair 
to the President of the country for me to leave at the same time, so 
I didn’t. 
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But I do think that in jobs like the job I have where it is a real 
privilege to serve in this kind of job, or the others that you have 
recounted, that you can’t do the job well if you want it too much. 
You have to be willing to say goodbye. And I am. 

Chairman Inouye. I thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. 

I’m now pleased to yield to the Vice Chairman of the Select Com¬ 
mittee, Mr. Rudman. But before doing that, I would like to an¬ 
nounce that the balance of my time will be yielded to the gentle¬ 
man from Maryland, Mr. Sarbanes. 

Senator Rudman? 

Mr. Rudman. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. 

Mr. Secretary, I must say, Mr. Secretary, that this morning at 
about a quarter to twelve, as you were testifying about your efforts 
to exert what you thought were the proper influence over the 
President and his decisions and your loyalty to him in a difficult 
situation, your references to how government ought to operate, 
your references to how you believe members of the Cabinet should 
conduct themselves, I think has come pretty close to the essence of 
really what these hearings are all about. I hope that many Ameri¬ 
cans were watching that portion, because that is what these hear¬ 
ings are about. 

Mr. Secretary, as the chief foreign policy adviser to the President 
of the United States, I think it would be fair to observe that all 
during this initiative that this committee is looking into, you had 
major involvement in matters involving the security of this nation 
in the Middle East, in Europe, with the Soviet Union, that that 
was a very busy period of time for the Secretary of State; am I cor¬ 
rect? 

Secretary Shultz. Yes. All times are busy for the Secretary of 
State. It’s a very demanding job. 

Mr. Rudman. And as a matter of fact- 

Secretary Shultz. But a fascinating job. 

Mr. Rudman. As a matter of fact, although there is not necessar¬ 
ily linkage between each item, if policies are being carried out that 
the Secretary of State is unaware of in the Middle East, in Iran, 
wherever, there are tremendous problems with that in terms of 
how that might affect other things that the Secretary is doing. 

Looking at Iran, for instance, and its geographic position, its re¬ 
lations or lack thereof with the Soviets, the whole Persian Gulf 
problem which now suddenly is in the news, that has been on your 
mind for a long time. And I would have to assume that one of the 
great risks of what happened here is that harm might well have 
come in other areas that could have been anticipated had you been 
aware of what was going on in this initiative? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, there is a sense in which everything is 
connected to everything else. I think the deeper aspect of it is sort 
of the immediate ricochet, and the emergence of our having said 
one thing and done another. I think other than all the ins and outs 
you’ve brought out, that’s probably hit people as hard as anything. 

Mr. Rudman. Well, I guess if you were to broadly state what you 
really are about every waking hour, which are many, if you were 
going to try to oversimplify it, I guess the greatest concern of the 
American people—the two greatest concerns that you hear ex¬ 
pressed for those of us who spend time with our constituents, there 
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are two major overriding concerns in America when it comes to 
foreign policy. 

Number one, people are greatly concerned about the whole possi¬ 
bility of nuclear war, and they are very concerned about American 
young men dying on foreign fields. Those are the two major con¬ 
cerns. Those are, I expect, your two major concerns. That is what 
you are preoccupied with. 

It just seems, at least to me, that any action by anyone without 
your knowledge impairs what your basic job is about; is that not 
correct? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, if it is taking place in a manner that’s 
inconsistent with our policy, I have to tell you that it’s inevitable 
that there is an awful lot that takes place that I don’t know about. 
There is no way anybody can keep track of everything. And you 
try. But when something goes in an opposite direction, that’s a 
problem. 

Mr. Rudman. I want to go from that to what have been, I think, 
overly dignified in these hearings, using wie reference of one of the 
witnesses, what were called the Hakim accords. 

You didn’t realize, of course, that Mr. Hakim was an ex-officio 
employee of the Department of State. He may not have either, but 
certainly the people he was dealing with had the perception that 
he was speaking for the government. 

And there was some conflict of testimony here. I want to just go 
over it briefly. 

So that everyone understands about the Dawa prisoners and why 
the President has the intensity of feeling that he expressed to you 
privately, and that he has expressed publicly, and to others pri¬ 
vately, they are the 17 terrorists who were tried and convicted of— 
by Kuwait for the involvement in bombings of U.S. and French fa¬ 
cilities in December of ‘83. That was shortly after the bombing of 
the Marine compound. 

Intelligence, without disclosing it specifically, indicates there was 
a close tie between those Dawa terrorists and those responsible for 
the two bombings in Lebanon, including the Embassy and the 
bombing of the Marine compound, with the terrible loss of life. 
There was an involvement in connection with those people with 
the TWA hijacking, and I might add, with the kidnapping and 
brutal murder of Mr. Buckley. 

I want to refer to the testimony broadly. The testimony is, from 
Colonel North, that he had permission to discuss these nine points 
from Admiral Poindexter. 

Admiral Poindexter was questioned as follows by Mr. Liman: 
“Did Colonel North report to you that part of the plan was for 
General Secord or Hakim to come up with a plan that the Iranians 
could use to attempt to convince the Kuwaitis to release the Dawa 
prisoners?” 

The Admiral replied: “I believe he did. That was my understand¬ 
ing. 

“That it was not something that General Secord- 

“I don’t—I can’t say that I really remember Albert Hakim’s role, 
but my recollection would be that General Secord was to come up 
with a plan which he could give the Iranians, that the Iranians 
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could execute, not that the U.S. Government would do it or not 
even that General Secord would actually do anything.” 

Mr. Liman’s question: “Did you clear that with the President? 

Mr. Poindexter: “My best recollection is I did.” 

And I think we have become fairly attuned on this panel to de¬ 
termine absolute answers from what I consider to be equivocal an¬ 
swers. I would say that “my best recollection is I did” falls some¬ 
where in the middle. 

Now, I've heard you testify this morning, and I’ve been aware of 
the President’s reaction to your disclosure to him in December. I 
want to refer now to Colonel North’s contemporaneous notes that 
had part of the so-called Hakim accords. 

Let me be clear that Admiral Poindexter did not represent that 
these were binding representations of the U.S Government. What 
he represented was that these were negotiating positions and that 
they would have to be approved. I'm not sure after what I’ve heard 
here by whom, but he said they would have to be approved. 

And Colonel North’s notes read as follows. 

— S e cr e tary -S HULTz. I could bring them to -you,-Senator T and you— 
could vote whether to ratify them or not. 

Mr. Rudman. I think I know how that would come out, Mr; Sec¬ 
retary. 

His notes say, “What must be done for us to achieve an honora¬ 
ble peace and as for us an honorable peace means that Saddam 
Husayn must go.” He, of course, is the President of Iraq. “Then the 
two parties will establish a well-defined plan and timetable for the 
exchange of information and intelligence. The U.S. Government 
will provide maps and information, deliver 1,500 TOWs, paid for by 
the IRG,” which, of course, is the Iranian Revolutionary Guards, 
which, I might say parenthetically, if they are the moderates, I 
don’t know the meaning of the word moderate. They are Kho¬ 
meini’s loyalists, am I correct, Mr. Secretary? 

Secretary Shultz. To my understanding. 

Mr. Rudman. Now, my question is that, is simply this: Did you 
have any indication from the President of the United States, when 
you discussed the Dawa matter with him, that you learned about 
for the first time that he had any knowledge whatsoever that any 
government officials were talking about it as representations, as in¬ 
ducements, whatever? 

Secretary Shultz. I am positive from the way the President re¬ 
acted to what I told him that he was totally surprised, astonished, 
furious, just no question about it. I don’t have any knowledge, I 
don’t know about his discussions with Admired Poindexter, but the 
President certainly was surprised by what I told him. 

Mr. Rudman. As a matter of fact- 

Secretary Shultz. And he was, and he reacted like he had been 
kicked in the belly. So I didn’t have to tell him what the Dawa 
prisoners were, he knew very well what they were, and he knew 
what that stood for. That stood for the fact that here is a small 
country in a very vulnerable place, right there next to Iran, and it 
isn’t only that the Dawa prisoners, what they did and why they are 
in jail, but in an effort to intimidate Kuwait, there have been more 
than one effort at their government to force them to change their 
stance, and they have always stood up to it. 
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And in our efforts, our government’s efforts to work on the sub¬ 
ject of terrorism, we have well recognized that you can only fight 
this if you fight it as an international effort, and we have to stand 
up to it ourselves, and we have to persuade others to stand up to it. 

And here was little Kuwait, very vulnerable, standing up to it. 
So we have to support them. They are much more vulnerable than 
we are. If they can stand up for it, dog-gone it, so should we. 

Mr. Rudman. Well, Mr. Secretary, based on your description, 
which I think even though you used terms like “made you sick” 
and “was the President looked like he got kicked in the stomach”, 
the fact is that may be even understated, as I understand it, the 
President’s reaction. The President was outraged, am I correct? 

Secretary Shultz. Yes. 

Mr. Rudman. So I think we could fairly observe that since Admi¬ 
ral Poindexter said it was his recollection that if you had to make, 
if you don't know, you weren’t there, but your view on all of your 
dealings with the President and that incident would be that as to 
that event in the so-called Hakim accords, that his recollection, 
based on all that you have seen, is probably incorrect concerning 
the President. 

Secretary Shultz. I am sure of it. I have known Ronald Reagan 
for almost 20 years, and I have worked closely with him before he 
was President and during his Presidency. And we have our mostly 
agreements, sometimes disagreements, we have had plenty of dis¬ 
cussions, and I think I know him as ajhuman being pretty well. 
And I know that I have not misjudgecThis reaction. 

Mr. Rudman. Mr. Secretary, this morning in the course of one of 
your answers you made the point that if you present the President 
of the United States, this President, with facts, and all of the facts, 
that his instincts are good and he makes the decision based on 
those facts, he is not one to back away from decisions. Am I cor¬ 
rect? 

Secretary Shultz. That is right. He is comfortable with himself. 
He is decisive, he steps up to things, and when he decides, he stays 
with it. And sometimes you wish he wouldn’t, but anyway, he does. 
He’s is very decisive, and he’s very strong. 

Mr. Rudman. You also testified that at the time following the 
disclosure of this entire matter, which in many ways, at least to 
me, is as disturbing as the issue itself, that you felt that the Presi¬ 
dent did not have the facts in his possession that would enable him 
to be his usual forthright and direct self to the American people. 
Am I correct in that? 

Secretary Shultz. He was forthright and direct, but he was not, I 
don’t think he was given the correct information. 

Mr. Rudman. Well, forthright, correct, and accurate in what he 
said. 

Secretary Shultz. I felt that the intelligence he was getting 
during that period was faulty about Iranian terrorism, I felt that 
he was not being—having described to him accurately, the operation¬ 
al aspects of arms for hostages—he had a perfectly good idea in his 
mind that was the basis for his decision to begin with. He had 
every right to make it, a perfectly good decision. I didn’t agree with 
it because I felt underneath it was arms for hostages. 
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But nevertheless, that’s what you got to do when you get elected 
President, you make those decisions, his decision to make, perfectly 
proper, but people kept trying to sell him on that when the time 
went by and he wasn’t being given I felt the right kind of informa¬ 
tion—and I also feel that the intelligence that was the basis for the 
original recommendation was faulty and that it was tied in with 
policy. 

So that’s why, in response to Senator Inouye’s question about, 
“What do you learn about all of this?’’ One of the primary things I 
learn from it is keep that intelligence away from policy, and let 
those people tell it like it is as they see it. You don’t have to agree 
with it. 

But, anyway, this is the best, some very sophisticated people with 
gigantic capability of gathering information, what they think. So 
you should know that. 

Mr. Rudman. Mr. Secretary, as a matter of fact, one of the major 
problems that the President had during that period was that from 
that period until sometime I believe in March the President did not 
believe that it was an arms-for-hostages swap. As a matter of fact, 
Admiral Poindexter still doesn’t think so, even though it is appar¬ 
ent from the President’s public statements in March that when 
presented with all of the evidence that was gathered by the Tower 
Board and people like the Secretaries of State and Defense and 
others that he came to the conclusion that it didn't start out that 
way in his view, but it certainly turned into something like that. 
That is a paraphrase. 

So the President was making statements that were contradicted 
by the record, but he didn’t have the record. Isn’t that correct? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, that’s my opinion. 

Mr. Rudman. Now I want to get to a particular item here, and I 
want to get to exhibit 15 in your book because- 

Secretary Shultz. I should qualify that some because I—an 
awful lot happened, and I’m sure there were lots of discussions be¬ 
tween the President and Admiral Poindexter and others that I 
knew nothing about, so I shouldn’t be so cavalier in such a state¬ 
ment. 

I am uninformed. I believe probably what you say is right. 

Mr. Rudman. I don’t think it is cavalier at all, because I think 
there happens to be one compelling piece of evidence. 

Going back to your statement about the President, if you present 
the President with the facts, then he will decide, he will look at the 
facts—and that is exhibit 15 in your book, which you don’t have to 
look at, but it is the Finding that Admiral Poindexter testified that 
he thought was politically embarrassing, but he also said that it 
really wasn’t accurate because it didn’t really explain what the 
entire initiative was about. Exhibit 15 is the Finding of the Presi¬ 
dent of the United States that Admiral Poindexter destroyed. 

The scope of the Finding says, “Hostage Rescue-Middle East.” 
The body of the Finding says, “The provision of assistance by the 
CIA to private parties in their attempt to obtain the release of 
Americans held hostage in the Middle East: Such assistance is to 
include the provision of transportation, communications and other 
necessary support. As part of these efforts, certain foreign materiel 
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and munitions may be provided to the Government of Iran, which 
is taking steps to facilitate the release of the American hostages.” 

Mr. Secretary, had this been put in front of the President of the 
United States, as you know him, on or about the 20th or the 21st of 
November 1986, do you not believe that he then would have been 
armed with the ultimate fact that at least his statements would 
have been accurate? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, it would have been very sobering for 
him to see that certainly, and it would have been a good thing. 

Mr. Rudman. As a matter of fact, you believed that this Finding, 
which Admiral Poindexter dismisses as being not important, not 
accurate, in view of the Secretary of State at that point in time, 
based on your testimony, you believe it is accurate? 

Secretary Shultz. I know nothing about that Finding, but I be¬ 
lieve that the President’s conception, as I said earlier, was that he 
authorized an initiative toward Iran and that he felt there would 
fall out of that, if it worked, the release of our hostages, which he 
felt was very desirable, and as I’m sure we all feel is very desira¬ 
ble, and it is very frustrating because it is not so easy to figure out 
how to bring that about. 

And he was willing to go along, if it proved to be necessary, with 
some small—as he regarded it—token shipment of arms. That’s the 
way it structured in his mind, and I think I and—well, you’ll hear 
from Secretary Weinberger, I won’t try to speak for him—but judg¬ 
ing from arguments we had, he and I both felt that with all due 
respect to that, what it seemed to come down to, or was likely to 
come down to when somebody started doing something, was arms 
for hostages. And I think that proved to be right. 

Mr. Rudman. Well, as a matter of fact, Mr. Secretary, you made 
a statement this morning which I agree with totally. I think I’m 
quoting you generally accurately, but it may be a paraphrase. 

But essentially you said that the people who were giving the 
President the facts—and I put the word “facts” in quotes in what I 
wrote here at noon—that those people had a conflict of interest in 
that in some ways they would have liked the Great Communicator, 
to use your words, to bail them out. That really was a major prob¬ 
lem during that period. Is that not correct? 

Secretary Shultz. I felt that it was, and the President is a very— 
a person who is very good at expressing himself, both extemporane¬ 
ously and in prepared speech, and very persuasive, and everybody 
knows that. 

He is persuasive in part because he believes the things that he 
says, and that comes through. The content comes through. 

And so it seemed to me what was happening was they were— 
people were trying to use that undoubted capability to sort of carry 
through this and get rid of the problem and go on with their pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr. Rudman. Mr. Chairman, I have a few more questions. If you 
wanted to take the afternoon break, I would like to ask one more 
and finish 5-or 10-minutes afterwards. I would like to finsh just one 
question. 

I know members have been sitting here lor a while. 

Chairman Hamilton. Why don’t you finish one question find 
then we’ll take a recess. 
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Mr. Rudman. Mr. Secretary, again, you are not here to cast as¬ 
persions on other people. That is not why we want you here. But 
there is a basic question here that’s been troubling many people on 
this panel. I will put it to you generally. 

Do you agree with me—and I think most members of this 
panel—that a Cabinet officer or someone of Cabinet rank who as¬ 
sumes responsibility for some sort of a major initiative—I’m refer¬ 
ring to the diversion—without Presidential authority has an obliga¬ 
tion—law aside, courts aside—has an obligation to his President, 
who placed his trust in that individual, to tell the President, at the 
least, of what he did on his own authority? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, I think the obligation goes earlier than 
that. I think a Cabinet officer must recognize that I—the Cabinet 
officer—I didn’t get elected to anything, the President got elected, 
and it is one of my responsibilities to be sure that the things I’m 
doing are consistent with what the President wants. And when 
there's something of genuine significance, even if I am sure it’s 
what he wants, I want to have him take part in it and be sure that 
he sees it and takes responsibility, and the more difficult it is, the 
more I should go out of my way to point it up to him so he doesn’t 
miss the point of why it is that I am concerned about this. 

For instance, we talked about the Dawa prisoners, and Admiral 
Poindexter thinking that he probably told the President—I think if 
you were going to do somethmg like that, and I can’t imagine that 
you or I would, but suppose you were—you had a responsibility to 
the President not just to sort of pass it by him, but to go and say, 
Mr. President, here is something that is proposed to be put on the 
table and let me explain to you these are terrorists, they murdered 
people and so on, and it is totally opposed to our policy to do any¬ 
thing about that, and we’ve assured Kuwait and so on, so, Mr. 
President, I’m telling you all these things to be sure it is clear in 
your mind if you approve going ahead, that’s the way you should 
tell him—not say by the way—Mr. President, here is this thing, 
check here, or something. You have to highlight the problem to the 
President if you are doing your job right; that is an obligation—not 
to try to get something approved, but to be sure that it is done, I’ll 
say—to use a perhaps pompous term—constitutionally. 

Mr. Rudman. Mr. Secretary, I will close it there just with a brief 
comment. 

There is a term that is well known around this town and the 
world about the arrogance of power. Ronald Reagan has never had 
the arrogance of power, in my view. But it seems to me that some 
people working for him surely did. 

Chairman Hamilton. We’ll stand in recess for 10 minutes. 

[Brief recess.] 

Chairman Hamilton. The committees will resume sitting. 

Senator Rudman is recognized. 

Mr. Rudman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Secretary, it is my understanding that there is some misun¬ 
derstanding about some of your testimony in response to questions 
by counsel, Mark Belnick, this morning concerning the President's 
policy vis-a-vis selling arms to Iran and the control of the general 
policy subsequent to the 25th of November. 

I’d like to give you an opportunity to clarify that testimony. 
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Secretary Shultz. The President decided—whatever the date 
was—that there would be no more arms sales. That is our policy. 
The President has had no second thoughts about that whatever. 

Mr. Rudman. That was in November, I believe? 

Secretary Shultz. Whenever that was. I don’t have the date in 
my mind. 

The question of what was involved in Director Casey’s reinser¬ 
tion of the word “policy” into the talking points, as I understand it, 
is the source of misunderstanding. Those talking points continued 
to say no arms sales. That is what was read out. That is why it 
basically didn’t make much difference as far as the Iranian end of 
it was concerned. That message was delivered firmly, unequivocal¬ 
ly. The President fully supported that. 

I imagine that the President—I know the President felt very 
strongly about the importance of continuing to pursue the effort to 
rearrange things with Iran, which we continue, and I think he was 
just concerned that that not be dropped, and Director Casey was 
concerned that he stay in the policy loop, and I was concerned that 
he get out of the policy loop. 

That is what—that was an internal battle, and I think at this 
point it is no longer any battle. The CIA is not in the policy loop. 

Mr. Rudman. I think it is clear from your answer that the battle 
was about who would control the policy. But as far as what the 
policy was as of that date—and I believe it is about the 25th of No¬ 
vember—the President made a firm decision there would be no 
more arms sold to Iran; am I correct? 

Secretary Shultz. Absolutely. And, of course, who controls the 
policy? The President controls the policy. 

It goes back to what I was saying in response to Senator Inouye. 
But here, beyond who is going to be working on policy issues with 
the President, is also the issue of the intermingling of intelligence 
with policy. And I think that is one of the sort of philosophic-type 
issues—or whatever you want to call it—that comes out of this. 

I feel very strongly, as I’ve said, that the two should be separat¬ 
ed. 

Mr. Rudman. Mr. Secretary, I have used about a half an hour of 
my hour. 

I am going to yield 15 minutes of my time to my friend from 
Idaho, Senator McClure, who I believe is going to follow Senator 
Sarbanes. 

Before I conclude—and I do not believe I will use the balance of 
time remaining for myself—I just want to make a couple of obser¬ 
vations, Mr. Secretary, because I think your testimony has been ex¬ 
traordinarily useful and vital and important to this committee and 
for the American people. 

I fear there has been a great deal of misunderstanding about 
what these hearings are about. You have received a great deal of 
criticism since last November about your role, which you now have 
had a chance to truthfully, and I think forcefully, state here. 

Members of this committee have received a great deal of criti¬ 
cism from those that are very loyal to the President, for being crit¬ 
ical. 
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But, of course, it is my underlying view that the most serious 
thing that happened here was a total breakdown of those people 
who owed the President the most. 

I do not believe, from what I have seen looking at thousands of 
documents, that the President was ever adequately briefed on what 
was going on here. We know that he was purposely omitted from 
sharing or, in fact, making the decision on diverting proceeds from 
this arms sale to the Contras. 

Some people think that this hearing has been about aid to the 
Contras. To the extent it has educated the American people better 
about the problems in Central America, that is good, but that is 
not the purpose of these hearings. 

The purpose of the hearings, it seems to me, is to show the 
American people what happened and to also show them that there 
are people in this government who function the way the Constitu¬ 
tion envisions the government should function. I believe that one of 
the saddest things I have seen since I have been here in the 
Senate—and it is only a blink in time, 7 years—but one of the sad¬ 
dest things I have seen was watching you stand there this morning 
and raise your hand and take the oath to tell the truth. That is a 
sad commentary on what happened in this affair, because I can’t 
think of anyone in Congress who agrees or disagrees with you or 
your policies or what you believe that thinks that you need to take 
an oath to tell the truth. 

You demonstrated here today, and I hope that people have been 
paying attention, that you have an effective and tough foreign 
policy. You conduct it lawfully without lying, without shredding, 
without withholding key information from your President, without 
compromising the basic trust that honorable people believe in in 
the conduct of government. 

More really, Mr. Secretary, than the substance of your testimo¬ 
ny, which is important, I believe is the fact that you stand for 
honor, decency, and observance of the law in government. I think 
that is the true importance and what will be remembered about 
your testimony. 

Finally, there has been a lot of talk about heroes. I do not believe 
that heroes are people who deceive their President. I do not believe 
that heroes are people that protect themselves at the risk of their 
President. I believe the real heroes are people who speak up to 
their President, make their views known and are willing to take 
great personal risks in confronting their President who they are 
loyal to to give him the best possible advice that he can get. You 
are such a hero, Mr. Secretary, and I appreciate your testimony 
today. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Hamilton. Senator Sarbanes. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, how much time do I have? 

Chairman Hamilton. Chairman Inouye and I agree on every¬ 
thing, but we can’t seem to agree on the amount of minutes you - 
have. I think it is 30, Senator Sarbanes. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Counting my own time? 

Chairman Hamilton. I think it is 30 minutes total. 
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Mr. Sarbanes. Mr. Chairman, r would like to reserve 10 minutes 
of that time and use the balance. 

Chairman Hamilton. The Senator is recognized for 20 minutes 
then. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Mr. Secretary, welcome. Mr. Secretair, I would 
like to make this observation. Perhaps one minor benefit of these 
hearings is that on the day that Robert Owen testified that he and 
Jonathan Miller cashed traveler’s checks for Colonel North and as¬ 
sisted in funneling the proceeds to the Contras, that a few hours 
later Jonathan Miller resigned from the White House staff. And 
that may be just one minor benefit of the hearings. The Secretary 
may be able to get his airplane now. 

Mr. Secretary, I think we have reached a stage in the hearings 
where we are really addressing the larger questions, and I welcome 
that. Because I think what is at issue is how policy was being made 
and who was making it and carrying it out, how the whole policy¬ 
making function of our government was proceeding, both within 
the Executive Branch and in terms of the relationship between the 
Executive Branch and the Congress. 

In fact, I think that whichever way you resolved these contradic¬ 
tions in testimony that we have had between Colonel North, Mr. 
McFarlane, Admiral Poindexter, Colonel North or Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter, Mr. McFarlane, your perception of the President’s reaction 
to the Dawa prisoners point, as compared with Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter’s statement in the record, even Admiral Poindexter’s state¬ 
ment on the question of diversion, that a more important issue 
than all of those factual determinations is the overwhelming sense 
that this is no way for a great power to conduct its affairs. 

I find it staggering that the President signed three Findings on 
the transfer of arms to Iran and that you didn't—the Secretary of 
State and—I understand although we will have him here to testi¬ 
mony—the Secretary of Defense, the two officers charged with na¬ 
tional security responsibilities in terms of their departments, did 
not know about it. 

You have been criticized by some as not being a good soldier for 
the President’s policy, but how could you have been expected to be 
if you didn’t know, in fact, that that was a formal determination of 
Presidential policy that occurred in early December of 1985 retro¬ 
actively and then twice in January of 1986. 

My concern over how we do our business is intensified by just 
referring back to Mr. Hakim’s testimony. When he was before us, 
he was asked, “When you were told that this agreement that you 
had negotiated had been approved by the President of the United 
States”—this is the nine-point agreement that Senator Rudman 
asked about and that included within it the provision for trying to 
work out a plan for the release of the 17 Dawas imprisoned in 
Kuwait. 

“When you were told that this agreement that you had negotiat¬ 
ed had been approved by the President of the United States, you 
must have felt very proud. 

“Mr. Hakim. I felt proud throughout, sir. I felt proud being part 
of the team. 

"Question. Did you feel like you had been the Secretary of State 
for a day? 
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“Mr. Hakim. I would not accept that position for any money in 
the world, sir. 

“Question. Well, you had it better than the Secretary of State in 
some sense. You didn’t have to get confirmed, correct? 

“Mr. Hakim. I still believe that I have it better than the Secre¬ 
tary, and I can achieve more, too. 

“Question. And if this initiative had succeeded, did you ever 
make any calculation as to how much you and General Secord 
would make? 

“Mr. Hakim. In what period of time, sir? 

“Question. People tend to think in terms of 3- to 5-year plans. 

“Mr. Hakim. Many millions. 

“Mr. Liman. Did it bother you at all that here you—and I say it 
respectfully—a private citizen was left with this kind of task of ne¬ 
gotiating an agreement in which if it succeeded you stood to benefit 
very substantially? 

“Mr. Hakim. Mr. Liman, what bothered me was that we didn’t 
have the competence within the government to do what I could do. 
That still bothers me.’’ 

Mr. Hakim was left there by General Secord and Colonel North 
to negotiate on behalf of the United States of America with the Ira¬ 
nian interlocutors. It was then that this nine-point plan was negoti¬ 
ated, in effect, gearing up this involvement of freeing the Dawa ter¬ 
rorists to obtaining hostages. 

North went on the proposition that all hostages had to come out 
and the nine-points had 1 Vfe hostages. 

I don’t w ant to belabor the point, but I think it is clear that 
doing business this way demeans the power and majesty of the 
United States. And leaving aside all of the contradictions and fac¬ 
tual assertions, it seems to me the overwhelming lesson that comes 
through is that this is—the overwhelming sense is that this is an 
incredible way for a great power to have been conducting its af¬ 
fairs. 

Let me turn to two or three specific questions. 

I am concerned by the extent to which in all of this activity, in 
effect, the State Department itself was being subverted so that 
your ability to do your job was being undercut or undermined. I 
want to refer just briefly to Operation Staunch and to the question 
of Ambassadorial responsibility. 

Now, on Operation Staunch, I take it that at the very time that 
these arms transfer efforts were under way, you and your col¬ 
leagues in the Department—you, specifically, for instance, at the 
UN, when you meet with the leaders of—the foreign ministers and 
the leaders of countries from around the world—were involved in 
urging in the most uncertain terms countries not to ship arms to 
Iran. 

Could you tell us a bit about the efforts you were making in Op¬ 
eration Staunch? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, it was an effort that took place over a 
period of years and it was part of our pol icy toward the Iran-Iraq 
war, as I explained this morning. We nad a very capable person, 
Ambassador Fairbanks, devoting a major fraction of his time to it, 
and he traveled around and he gathered information, had people 
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helping him gather information about where the problems might 
be. 

When somebody complained about the possibility of a sale that 
might go from country X to Iran, we said give us chapter and verse 
and we will go right to work on it, and we did. 

So it was a very clear and visible effort to discourage and stop to 
the extent we possibly could the sale of arms to Iran, and it was a 
known, visible, and we thought toward that war, important policy, 
and Ambassador Fairbanks and many of you know him. 

He is a person of great individual personal stature and he had a 
high position in the Department. 

Mr. Sarbanes. I would just observe that reviewing one of Ambas¬ 
sador Fairbanks’ memos on this issue, I notice that he. singled out 
for special attention trying to stem any arms movement a country 
which was called upon unbeknownst to you, I believe, to assist in 
an arms movement to Iran. 

So it was a direct conflict between your enunciated policy that 
you were seeking to implement and what was occurring because of 
this effort to transfer arms to Iran. 

Secretary Shultz. I should add, I talked about Ambassador Fair¬ 
banks’ work when he left the government, Eld Derwinski, who was 
counsellor and is now under secretary, and a person you all know 
because he was a Member of the House for many years and is a 
very good operator, knows how to get things done, he took this job 
over. 

He has also worked on it, and I think he has done a good job of 
getting it back on the track, and we are in business. The fact that 
we had this UN vote recently helps us. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Was another factor for not shipping arms to Iran 
in addition to the position we were taking on the Iran-Iraq war the 
fact that Iran had been identified as a terrorist nation? 

Secretary Shultz. Yes. 

Mr. Sarbanes. And is it correct that it is our view that Iran had 
ties with the elements in Lebanon that were responsible for blow¬ 
ing up the Marine compound? 

Secretary Shultz. Yes. 

Mr. Sarbanes. I would like to turn to the- 

Secretary Shultz. And I think our evidence is that Iran, if it 
doesn't have absolute control over the hostages, has a very consid¬ 
erable measure of control, and I think that is true. 

Mr. Sarbanes. So we were in the position of sending arms to a 
country that had supported the elements and, as you have just in¬ 
dicated, had extensive control that were responsible for the bomb¬ 
ing of the Marine compound and the loss of 241 American lives 
and, also, according to the Hakim accord, we were going to put on 
the table the possibility of freeing the Dawa terrorists who had 
been imprisoned by the Kuwaitis for their terrorist attacks on 
Americans and Frenchmen in Kuwait; is that correct? 

Secretary Shultz. That is correct. But I don’t want to sit here 
with any implication at all that whatever Mr. Hakim may have 
thought, whatever Colonel North may have told him, that this was 
in any way U.S. Government policy. 

Mr. Sarbanes. I understand that. 
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Secretary Shultz. It was not, and it could not have been cleared 
with the President and was misrepresented. 

Mr. Sarbanes. I understand that, but that it could happen is in 
itself an important comment on how policy was being made, or per¬ 
haps, more accurately put, how policy was not being made or not 
being implemented? 

Secretary Shultz. It’s an example of how something got off the 
rails when it was being administered by a staff that was not su- 
pervisable in the normal, accountable sense. That gets back to a 
point that I was making earlier. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Let me ask you about the Ambassadors. How 
many- 

Secretary Shultz. Let me just say that a minor aspect of all this 
that galls me, as you look at almost any part—this is minor, but it 
nevertheless, it galls me. Our guys, to the extent that the staff 
people who were doing this, they got taken to the cleaners. You 
look at the structure of this deal. It’s pathetic that anybody would 
agree to anything like that. It’s so lopsided. It’s crazy. 

People say you can’t trust the State Department to negotiate a 
tough deal. Well, I’ll tell you. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Let me turn to the question of the Ambassadors. 
How many instances do you know in which Ambassadors in the 
Department operated through a back channel, Ambassadors or 
others in an Embassy, operated through a back channel direct to 
the NSC and cut out the State Department and cut you out? 

Secretary Shultz. It’s a perpetual problem. It’s always a prob¬ 
lem. It’s a problem today, but I have been doing everything I can 
and I think the President has been trying to help me—I know he 
has—in trying to make it clear to the Ambassadors, and I give 
them written instructions to say there is a chain of command 
around here and the top man in that chain, our boss, is the Presi¬ 
dent. And the next person in that chain is me, and the Ambassador 
takes instructions through that chain of command. They come 
from the assistant secretary in charge of that region of the world 
and the Ambassador is not to take instructions from anybody else 
unless the President decides that he wants to instruct the Ambas¬ 
sador personally. 

Now, no doubt an NSC adviser personally might call an Ambas¬ 
sador, let's say, and give an instruction, but I hope it’s gotten 
through people's heads that if that happens, even though the state¬ 
ment may be made, “I'm calling on behalf of the President,’’ before 
he does anything, he is tasked to tell me. And it’s got to be that 
way and they've got also to be accountable. 

Now, it’s a hard job. You are very familiar, as a member of the 
Foreign Relations Committee, with the nature of an Embassy and 
how it works, but vou have the Ambassador. Less than 30 percent 
of the people working for him are in the State Department. In 
other words, most of the people are from some other agency. And 
in this day and age of communications, of course, everybody has a 
telephone. But some of the agencies have their own channels and 
so the flow of information is difficult to control, but the Ambassa¬ 
dor is charged with knowing. His job is—he should know what is 
going on in the country. He is responsible as the President’s repre¬ 
sentative for administering in that country all of the different 
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things that are part of the U.S. Government activity, except for 
military bases, and there he has to coordinates with the command¬ 
ing general, or whoever. 

So all of these people from different departments are, so to 
speak, responsible to him, but they aren't. They are also responsi¬ 
ble to their department. And it’s a hard managerial job, particular¬ 
ly when you have all these channels of communication. And we try 
to get control of that. 

And I have said—I have worked very hard on the management 
of the Department since I have been in this job and on security, 
both physical security and counterintelligence security. And it’s ob¬ 
vious I haven’t worked hard enough. But anyway, I have worked 
hard on it. And—particularly recently have said to the Ambassa¬ 
dor, “You not only have this chain of command, but you are ac¬ 
countable, Mr. Ambassador, for anything that may go wrong,” and 
I'm thinking particularly right now of counterintelligence. So if 
somebody thumbs their nose at you, I expect to hear about it. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Well, now, did you know that Ambassador Tambs 
was opening a Southern Front- 

Secretary Shultz. No. 

Mr. Sarbanes. —assisting Colonel North in establishing an air¬ 
strip and engaged in the Singlaub-Pastora agreement? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, I heard about the Singlaub agreement. 
That was reported. And that was totally out of line, and Ambassa¬ 
dor Tambs—his report was that he wasn’t involved in that, but he 
learned about it and he cabled us about it and we went back to him 
promptly and said you have to tell Mr. Pastora, this is without re¬ 
spect to the merits of the agreement, that particular agreement 
was OK in its terms but that there was—that was not an agree¬ 
ment from the United States of America, it was a misrepresenta¬ 
tion, and he should in no way think he has an agreement with the 
United States. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Did you know that the officials in the Embassy in 
a friendly European country were working to try to move ship¬ 
ments of HAWK parts through that country to Iran in November 
of 1985? 

Secretary Shultz. I didn’t know that at the time. 

On the other hand, in that particular instance there were some 
representations—I guess I would have to call them misrepresenta¬ 
tions—to Ambassador Oakley in the department, and so in that 
case there was a departmental contact that was—which the charge’ 
involved, I think, relied on. So I think that is a little different sort 
of case. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Now, the actions that Ambassador Kelly in Leba¬ 
non took, working with Colonel North, were totally unknown to 
the department; is that correct? 

Secretary Shultz. That’s correct. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Mr. Secretary, the final subject I want to ask you 
about are these efforts to establish a sort of on-the-shelf, ready- 
service covert operation. 

North, Secord, Hakim had such an operation. Were you aware of 
it? 

Secretary Shultz. No. 
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Mr. Sarbanes. I would like to send you an exhibit, which is not 
one of your exhibits, but it has appeared twice in the course of 
these hearings. This appeared once as an exhibit with General 
Singlaub and again with Colonel North. It is a memorandum found 
in Colonel North’s safe, and it sets up a scheme which is perhaps 
best understood by this table on the second page, in which the 
United States would move high technology to Country B, Country 
B would move military equipment over to Country A, and Country 
A would then put weapons into this trading company, and the trad¬ 
ing company would then allocate it out in various places around 
the world. 

So it would be a self-contained scheme outside of any account¬ 
ability, outside of having to come to the Congress, in fact, outside 
of even having it known within the Executive Branch and subject 
to the checks and procedures in the Executive Branch, and on the 
following page it says as the one example of results, "The United 
States then has at its disposal a large and continuous supply of 
Soviet technology and weapons to channel to Freedom Fighters 
worldwide”—this is the third paragraph on the page following the 
table—"mandating neither the consent or awareness of the Depart¬ 
ment of State or Congress.” 

I assume this is the first time you have seen this. 

Secretary Shultz. Yes. And I hope you feel you are in good com¬ 
pany being linked to the Department of State. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Well, I’m trying to say to you I do, as a matter of 
fact. 

Secretary Shultz. Thank you. 

Mr. Sarbanes. I think that this proposal, which was never imple¬ 
mented—instead, of course, what they did was they took a different 
approach, which was the one that Secord, North, and Hakim estab¬ 
lished whereby they would get the money from private parties, 
from contributions by third countries, and through the overage on 
the selling of arms, and then build up their reserve in what Secord 
called the Enterprise, and then engage in covert activities any¬ 
where, potentially anywhere and everywhere in the world, as they 
chose, without responsibility and accountability—is one of the most 
dangerous matters we have looked at in this entire hearing. 

Secretary Shultz. Well, I can tell you that having talked to him 
about it, anything that the President—President Reagan wouldn’t 
touch this with a 10-foot pole. It’s totally unacceptable. And you 
know that and I know that. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Let me ask you to respond to this final question. 

Admiral Poindexter, in talking about the use of the proceeds of 
the Iranian arms sales for the Contras, also addressed using it for a 
series of other covert projects, and he was asked was that the first 
time you ever heard about that, and he said, “It is the first time 
that I’ve heard it discussed in that depth; I don’t at all doubt that 
Colonel North and Director Casey may have discussed that; frank¬ 
ly, it is an idea that has some attractive features in my mind.” 

Is it an idea that has any attractive features in your mind? 

Secretary Shultz. None. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Would you explain why? 

Secretary Shultz. Because it is totally outside of the system of 
government that we live by and must live by. 
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You cannot spend funds that the Congress doesn't either author¬ 
ize you to obtain or appropriate. That is what the Constitution 
says, and we have to stick to it. 

Now, I will join everybody in saying that sometimes it gets dog¬ 
gone frustrating with what the Congress does or doesn't do, and I 
can be critical. However, that's the system that—we have to accept 
it and then we have an argument about it and try to persuade you 
otherwise. 

Just as I was saying about the funds for the Nicaraguan Free¬ 
dom Fighters, when I was asked about third country solicitations 
back in 1984, I think that in the end if this is going to work, we 
have to persuade the Congress to support it. And when we per¬ 
suade the Congress to support it, which is the present situation, the 
results are much stronger. 

That's where our long-term bet has to be. We have this very dif¬ 
ficult task of having a separation of powers that means we have to 
learn how to share power. Sharing power is harder, and we need to 
work at it harder them we do. 

But that's the only way. And this is not sharing power, this is 
not in line with what was agreed to in Philadelphia. This is a piece 
of junk and it ought to be treated that way. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Thank you. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Hamilton. Senator McClure. 

Mr. McClure. Thank you very much. As I understand, I have 30 
minutes. I will use a portion of that time and reserve the balance. I 
do want to give other members the opportunity to use their time in 
rotation rather than using all of my time first. 

Mr. Secretary, I want to get back to one portion of the mandate 
of this committee, which I think has been neglected a little bit in 
the course of these hearings, and that is how did we get to the 
policy that was expressed with respect to Iran and what that policy 
was and, in your opinion, what it ought to be. 

Now, as I recall the testimony and the evidence before the com¬ 
mittee up to this time, it was Mr. Ledeen who came to Mr. McFar- 
lane and said, “I was in Europe recently and I ran into a person 
there that believes there is an opportunity to open a dialogue with 
different elements in Iran that might lead to a different relation¬ 
ship in the future than the one that we have today with the Kho¬ 
meini Regime." Is that your understanding? 

Secretary Shultz. I guess that is right. I came in perhaps a little 
later than that, but you have been studying this more than I have. 
Nothing wrong with that. That is perfectly good. That is what we 
want to do. 

Mr. McClure. If, as a matter of fact, anyone came to a responsi¬ 
ble official of our government and made the suggestion that there 
was the opportunity to effect a different relationship with a future 
government in Iran than the one we now don't enjoy, it would be 
irresponsible for us to turn down any such opportunity, would it 
not? 

Secretary Shultz. Yes, but let me say to you that it has hap¬ 
pened quite a lot as we get approaches from this person or that 
person and we try to follow them up. But usually they turn out to 
be fraudulent. 
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Mr. McClure. You would do two things. First you would judge 
that on the credibility of the source of information: Did it appear to 
have substance? And, secondly, to explore it to see whether it had 
substance if you believed it had any at all, is that correct? 

Secretary Shultz. That is correct. But the world is full of con 
men, and they are constantly out there. 

Mr. McClure. And some of them get elected to Congress. 

Secretary Shultz. And they know that we have certain interests, 
and they try to put a little bait out there, and you have to watch it 
and be careful. 

Mr. McClure. I understand that. And I am not suggesting that 
just because somebody makes a suggestion to us that we automati¬ 
cally put the whole apparatus of government at the disposal of that 
particular information. The amount of your effort would depend 
partly upon the credibility or apparent credibility of the informa¬ 
tion that you got and then you would move forward in that, to 
probe it to see whether it had substance, I would assume. 

Secretary Shultz. That is correct. I want to point out to you that 
there are ways in which we communicate with Iran that are clear 
and in a sense official. The Swiss are our protecting power in 
Tehran. Any time we want to pass a message to the Government of 
Iran, we can do that easily by writing it out carefully, calling in 
the Swiss, asking them on our behalf to deliver the message, and 
they will deliver it. That goes on. 

Mr. McClure. That is a time-honored diplomatic process, is it 
not, just not in this instance, but in a lot of instances? 

Secretary Shultz. That is a constant process, and it is a very 
useful convention, and Algeria is Iran’s protecting power here, and 
they can deliver a message if they want or receive one from us. 

In addition, there is the claims court in the Hague, and there 
there has been a process that was set up. It has actually been a 
very good process, pretty good process, and we have our representa¬ 
tives there and the legal adviser to the State Department runs it 
from the standpoint of the United States and goes there. His coun¬ 
terpart is there, and they talk. Although they don’t talk about 
policy things, they talk about that particular matter. There are 
other official ways. 

The point I want to make is this, that you send messages that 
way, and you have a design. You want to get certain things across. 
And if you then have all these other entrepreneurs around and you 
give them any running room, then what you are liable to do if you 
aren’t careful is confuse the signals. 

So I am trying to respond to your point: Should we respond to 
everything that comes along? Well in a sense, yes, you are always 
looking, and you are always on the alert, and we do. But also you 
need to be a little careful when you do it that you don’t wind up 
doing harm. It is not benign necessarily. 

Mr. McClure. Mr. Secretary, I agree with what you are saying, 
and I appreciate your response, and I think it is a valuable addi¬ 
tion to our evaluations to be able to keep that in mind. 

It is, however, not exactly the point I wish to make or to elicit 
from you. And that is: If indeed—well, let me preface it with a dif¬ 
ferent question. Is Iran important to us geopolitically? 
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Secretary Shultz. Iran is clearly a country of importance in the 
world, and it is a country I think that inevitably at some stage of 
the game will want a relationship with the United States. We don’t 
have to pay for it. They will want it. We want, similarly, to have 
one. But tnere they are with a big border with the Soviet Union, 
the Soviet Union includes territory that at one time was part of 
Iran. It is not necessarily a benign partner on the border. 

So having a relationship with the United States is useful to Iran 
potentially, and sooner or later I am sure it will come about. We 
don’t know just how or when, but we need to be alert to that, and 
it will be to their advantage to reestablish a better working rela¬ 
tionship with them. 

Mr. McClure. It’s also important to us. 

Secretary Shultz. Yes. But not at the expense of our policies on 
hostages, not at the expense of our policies towards the Iran-Iraq 
War, not to the extent of our policies against terrorists. We don’t 
have to pay any of those prices. 

Mr. McClure. But still important to us? 

Secretary Shultz. Yes. 

Mr. McClure. Without going back into all of recorded history, at 
least as a recent history we could look to as evidence of that impor¬ 
tance to us, back in the Eisenhower, well we’ll go back before that, 
the end of World War II when it was apparent the Soviet Union 
was planning to move into and occupy the territory of Iran, Presi¬ 
dent Truman said, you do and there is a war, and they didn’t; is 
that correct? 

Secretary Shultz. We have had a long struggle and I think it 
shows various incidents that you could adduce that it is well recog¬ 
nized in the United States that Iran is an important country and 
so we will extend ourselves having that in mind. Right now, of 
course, our problem is different. 

Mr. McClure. And at one time, President Eisenhower, during 
the Eisenhower administration, had occasion to show the United 
States interest in what happened within Iran internally. 

Secretary Shultz. That is correct. 

Mr. McClure. Those are matters of history and they are recent 
history and although they are not exactly the same as today, obvi¬ 
ously with the change of the government, the fall of the Shah and 
the substitution of a radical revolutionary Islamic Government 
that we have a different relationship certainly with that govern¬ 
ment, but no less interest in the people, the topography, the geopo¬ 
litical, geostrategic area of the world in recognizing the Soviet 
Union’s interest in the same area; is that correct? 

Secretary Shultz. Correct. And you have to be impressed with 
the people, and I don’t know whether you have been there or not, I 
have been there. 

Mr. McClure. I have. 

Secretary Shultz. As a construction man- 

Mr. McClure. Not recently, however. 

Secretary Shultz. If you go into some of those mosques built 
hundreds of years ago and see the marvel of construction, the 
beauty of it, you know that there is immense inherent capability. 

Mr. McClure. Would you suggest—do I get either by direct testi¬ 
mony or an inference that you believe that the conditions in Iran 
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are such today and the regime in Iran is such today that we ought 
do nothing at all except sit and wait for them to make the initia¬ 
tive? 

Secretary Shultz. We have made plain our readiness to have a 
dialogue with them. We have made plain our views about their 
policies. And what it takes to have a normal kind of relationship. 

Mr. McClure. Well, I was getting from you what I thought to be 
a rather—a rather positive reaction that said, these are bad guys, 
we are not going to do anything with them until the conditions 
change when they see it is in their advantage, to their advantage 
to do better with us and then we won't pay any price for that new 
relationship, they will. Is that fair? 

Secretary Shultz. The behavior of Iran now is not behavior that 
is acceptable as far as we are concerned. 

Mr. McClure. I don’t think any of us would argue with that. 

Secretary Shultz. So we say that to them and we point out to 
them what we think it is that stands in the way from our stand¬ 
point of a different kind of relationship. And, of course, it isn’t, it is 
not so much a relationship with us as such, it is Iran’s behavior, 
and so in working with Iran or trying to understand Iran and have 
some impact there, it isn’t only what might or might not take place 
in a dialogue with us, but there are other countries that are un¬ 
doubtedly better positioned at this time to have an impact, and 
they do try among the—our chief allies, you have Germany, you 
have Japan, and among other great friends of ours, you have coun¬ 
tries like Pakistan, and Turkey that perhaps have a little better 
understanding of the culture, and so we talk to those countries a 
lot about Iran. 

Mr. McClure. Mr. Secretary, I don’t mean to cut you off, but 15 
minutes is a very short time and two thirds of my time is already 
gone. And I really was trying to get the sense of what it is you are 
trying to tell us, because there seemed to be a contrast between 
those who were eager to make, to exploit what they saw as a 
breakthrough or an opportunity towards a breakthrough and with¬ 
out—I don’t want to paraphrase your words wrongly, but it seems 
to me you are expressing a great coolness to that idea. 

Secretary Shultz. I am expressing a great coolness to the idea of 
paying for it by selling, by arms. That is what always seemed to 
come forward. 

Mr. McClure. You are jumping way over where I started. Maybe 
you are so eager to make that point that you—what I am trying to 
get at is whether or not you saw any opportunity that was worth¬ 
while in trying to establish a different relationship, and let’s don’t 
even talk about arms yet because they haven’t been talked about 
yet. 

Secretary Shultz. Yes. I think we should keep- 

Mr. McClure. It is when you got into the question of arms and 
other concessions that you found unacceptable that you then 
become cool to the idea of trying. 

Secretary Shultz. I think we should try in the right way, with 
the right kind of channels and with the right kind of content. 

Mr. McClure. I don’t disagree. I am just trying to find out where 
you are coming from so we can know what your .lotivation was 
and what your reaction was so we can maybe contrast that with 
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other peopl e w ho may have had different motivations and, there¬ 
fore, came to different conclusions. And I don’t disagree with you, I 
think it is a great mistake to barter for hostages or to sell arms to 
Iran in an attempt to get them back. 

If we look at that Finding that is referred to as the arms-for-hos- 
tages Finding, Admiral Poindexter said that he objected to it be¬ 
cause it didn’t state it correctly, it was not simply arms for hos¬ 
tages. If I understand you, you believe that the President also did 
not see it as arms for hostages at the time this was going on; is 
that correct? 

Secretary Shultz. The President’s policy has always been no 
arms for hostages, no trades for hostages. That has been, is our 
policy, and I believe I am correct in saying that the President feels 
he has never deviated from that policy. 

Mr. McClure. And if that Finding conveyed that impression on 
the face of it, that would not at that time accurately reflect the 
President’s attitude, about it? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, that would be my impression. If some¬ 
body had gone to the President flat-out and said to him, “Mr. Presi¬ 
dent, we have an opportunity to get our hostages by trading arms 
and maybe as a side benefit, we might have a little different rela¬ 
tionship with Iran, but really the point is, let’s see if we can get 
our hostages out this way," he would have told them to get lost. 

Mr. McClure. Now, there was an earlier, there has been another 
precedent in which we had the same kind of debate in this country, 
and that was the Daniloff-Zakharov, I was going to say “exchange," 
but I know you would not characterize it as such, because you’ve 
repeatedly said it was not, and yet the perceptions of a great 
number of people in this country are just as clearly that that was a 
trade as the Iranian venture was an arms-for-hostages trade. How 
do you explain the difference between the two? 

Secretary Shultz. There are some things about that that I would 
be glad to testify to in a closed session, but I don’t intend to discuss 
it here in this forum. 

In that case, we made an effort to structure it carefully, and we 
had a flow of events that was part—what was really happening 
here was an effort on our part, which succeeded, to reduce the abil¬ 
ity of the Soviet Union to use its UN mission and its mission here 
for espionage purposes, so we had told them they had to reduce the 
numbers in their mission in the UN, and we were in the process of 
having that happen, and of course we are also watching activities 
of individuals, and in the course of that, having watched Mr. Zak¬ 
harov for some time, the FBI decided to make that arrest. The 
Soviet Union arrested Mr. Daniloff. We took certain actions our¬ 
selves here in their embassy, naming names in the UN, and the 
overall interaction of this was such that we reduced—the net of it 


was we have reduced their numbers in the UN quite considerably. 
We moved out by name, if my memory is right—well, I don’t re¬ 
member exactly—a fairly substantial number of people and we had 
a pretty good idea. 

Mr. McClure. Twenty to twenty-five. 

Secretary Shultz. And they retaliated in various ways. And at— 
in the process of doing that, there was also a negotiation about 
Zakharov, Daniloff, Orlov, and potentially others. So that is what 
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was taking place. It was a broad effort which basically succeeded; 
Mr. Daniloff got caught up in it, and for that reason and various 
other reasons, it seemed to the President, and I certainly subscribe 
to it, very important that we work at getting him out. 

Mr. McClure. Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance of my time, 
but I do want to say, so far as I can see, I think the exchange of 
Zakharov and Daniloff and the other negotiations that went on at 
that time were as inexplicable to me as the American public seems 
to have skepticism about arms-for-hostages in Iran, and I’ve read 
the record, the transcripts, I've read all of the press conferences 
that you and the President and Mr. Whitehead and others had, and 
I guess if those who stubbornly say, well, Iran was arms-for-hos- 
tages, this Senator has to say, Daniloff-Zakharov were an ex¬ 
change. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Secretary Shultz. Well, Senator, I believe that if I had some pri¬ 
vate—a private meeting with you under conditions of no leaks, I 
could give you some information that would lead you to think that 
statement of yours was not correct. 

Chairman Hamilton. Senator McClure reserves 10 minutes. The 
Chair recognizes Mr. Fascell. 

Mr. Fascell. Thank you. 

Mr. Secretary, it is nice to see you again back in this old, famil¬ 
iar room. Let me start off by expressing my appreciation to you, 
first of all, for the cooperation with the Foreign Affairs Committee 
as well as these investigative committees. 

I recall that you were a little bit apprehensive at first last year, 
but then willingly decided you had to bite this bullet, and you did 
and you came up here and testified, as I recall it, willingly, without 
subpoena, openly, and told us pretty much about everything that’s 
been told to us today, except now you have had the benefit of going 
back and looking at your records, reading your notes and listening 
to all the testimony. But as far as I can tell, it’s pretty much con¬ 
sistent and straight and strong, and it’s one of the reasons you 
have enjoyed a good relationship with the Foreign Affairs Commit¬ 
tee, although we haven’t always agreed with you. 

But the fact is, we know you to be a straight, tough man in 
charge of foreign policy. We like it that way, frankly, and that’s 
the way I think it ought to be. 

One of the things that went wrong with this one, the one that 
we’re interested in right now is it got skewed in an effort to get 
around what appeared to be an obstruction, mainly the Congress, 
and therefore they had to put a CIA covert operation in the NSC, 
run by the Director of the NSC. It is that simple. 

Then it just got out of hand, because you couldn’t run it, Wein¬ 
berger didn’t have anything to say about it, nobody had anything 
to say about it, just four people in the United States Government, 
which, as Senator Sarbanes has said, is no way to run a railroad, 
certainly not a major, modern government. 

Now I know you thought the policy was dumb, stupid, and dan¬ 
gerous, and you told the President and anybody that would listen 
to you. 
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Just as a matter of curiosity, did you ever put your concerns in 
writing to the President other than the talking points you carried 
to the meeting that day? 

Secretary Shultz. The only things written by way of a memoran¬ 
da are the things that you have, and if you look at my response to 
the draft NSDD, and the cable traffic and so on, I think most of the 
reasons that people have adduced in commenting on this, you will 
find them in there in one way or the other. 

I never sat down and wrote a memorandum to the President. 

Mr. Fascell. I am happy to hear that, frankly. We all have a 
tendency around here to write letters that cover our position. You 
expressed yourself immediately, forthrightly and openly to all this 
matter as it arose, am I correct? 

Secretary Shultz. That is right. But I want to be clear, Mr. 
Chairman. I didn’t object to an effort to find a different relation¬ 
ship and a different pattern of behavior from Iran. And that is 
what the President was pointing at and I didn’t disagree with that. 

I agreed with that. I thought in mid-1985, or wherever that was, 
that the intelligence upon which the NSC staffs thinking was 
based was wrong. I didn’t agree with that judgment, and they had 
linked—and one of the problems here I think is that in the—even 
in the intelligence document that was being used, there was in it 
the notion that because of this intelligence, we should reconsider 
our arms policy. 

In other words, the intelligence contained that link. And I 
thought the intelligence was faulty. 

Mr. Fascell. Or? 

Secretary Shultz. And so, therefore, the conclusion you drew 
from it was not warranted. I am not so sure I would have drawn 
the conclusion anyway, even if I had agreed with the intelligence. 

Mr. Fascell. I understand. We have the same problem, at least I 
do. I am not too excited about accepting right off the top of the 
printed page what the intelligence assessment is that comes out of 
any intelligence community. 

I need to know what the raw data was and who made the assess¬ 
ment. Then I have a better understanding of wiiat it is somebody is 
trying to get me to do because they are feeding me the intelligence 
for the purpose of me acting, and you know, I am like everybody 
else. I don’t like to be manipulated. 

And I am sure you don't. I can tell that every time I have talked 
to you. 

I want to get back to something for just a moment. You know, a 
lot has been made about this nine-point agenda and what not, and 
I don’t think it was too good either, Mr. Secretary. 

But, you know, during the testimony of some of the other wit¬ 
nesses here, they just tried to kiss that off, saying, you know, the 
end was desirable and, therefore, it didn’t make any difference 
what we did. And we would have lied to them, promised them ev¬ 
erything, promised them the moon. 

It didn’t make any difference, you know. All we are trying to do 
is get the hostages out and open up a second front. 

Now, I don’t look at it that way, because that means to me they 
never were going back. As Secretary of State, would you make 
those kinds of promises in an effort to "open up a second channel" 
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and try to get our hostages out and what you have done is made 
arrangements that you know you are not going to keep and you 
expect to go back and deal with the same people again? Does that 
make any sense to you? 

Secretary Shultz. You have the same problem that we were dis¬ 
cussing more generally in the conduct of foreign affairs. And you 
need to build a posture of confidence around the world. 

So if you do something that breaches that in one place, it rico¬ 
chets around. The United States is a special country. We all are 
very proud of our country and in some respects, it is different, and 
as the most powerful country in the world, there are expectations 
about us that are a little different, and I think that we have to fun¬ 
damentally, basically say what we mean and mean what we say 
and have a consistency and I think we have to display a consisten¬ 
cy over time in what we do. 

That is one of our problems. We are—people worry about our re¬ 
liability. 

Mr. Fascell. Mr. Secretary, the other thing I have wanted to 
compliment you on, I have done this before. I have some small idea 
of the struggle you have been in internally that has gone beyond 
the normal kind of infighting that occurs in an administration. 

Your ability to run and to do your job and to be loyal to the 
President has been made immeasurably more difficult Decause of 
domestic politics, internal infighting, and a whole bunch of people 
trying to run your department instead of letting you run it, not the 
least of which is you trying to get somewhere internally with re¬ 
spect to your budget problems, since the State Department now is 
one of the smallest departments in the government and operating 
on a budget at about a 1969 level in real dollars and is really hurt¬ 
ing—how you do the job, I don’t know. Or how your people do the 
job. 

Winn you finally- 

Secretary Shultz. Well, you can remedy that, Mr. Chairman. 
And I wish you would give some attention to that. You wouldn’t 
wreck the budget if you did it, because we are not talking—we are 
talking about peanuts in relationship to this trillion dollar budget 
that you people have. 

Mr. Fascell. As you know, Mr. Secretary, and I threw you that 
football to give you an opportunity to tell the American people why 
it is so important to have a State Department and to have the nec¬ 
essary money to run it. But I want to tell you straight out, if we 
don’t get Republican votes to help us pass a foreign aid bill, there 
isn’t going to be any. 

Now, that is not your responsibility, so I am not lecturing you. 

Secretary Shultz. It is part of my responsibility, to work with 
members of my party. I try to do it. 

Mr. Fascell. Bill Broomfield, my ranking Republican member on 
Foreign Affairs, and I have worked very hard to get a bipartisan 
foreign policy effort to support you and worked very hard to get 
the necessary authorization to make your efforts worthwhile. 

We are going to keep doing that. We need a lot of help. 

Secretary Shultz. Thank you. 

Mr. Fascell. Let me ask you this. When you finally thought you 
had control over the foreign policy mechanism, after all this in- 
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fighting and what-not, and your chief spokesman at that time was 
Elliott Abrams—still is, for Central—Latin American policy, et 
cetera—and you instructed him, said vou go find out what hap¬ 
pened, how are these Contras getting the arms. Curiosity. Did you 
ever get a report back? 

Secretary Shultz. The report came back to me in the same way 
basically as it did to you. Questions were asked in the Congress 
about Colonel North’s activities, as I said this morning, just as I 
asked Elliott to find out what is—where is this coming from. 

And while we didn't find out in an affirmative way, we did satis¬ 
fy ourselves, as you did, basically relying upon the word of Mr. 
McFarlane in one instance and Admiral Poinaexter in another. 

There were records. You went through the same process. We 
both concluded everything was fine. 

Mr. Fascell. Mr. Secretary, so both the Department of State, the 
Secretary of State, and the Congress were out of the loop from the 
standpoint of getting information that was accurate. 

Secretary Shultz. I believe the President was also out of the 
loop. 

Mr. Fascell. So do I. 

Secretary Shultz. That is one of the points here we have to re¬ 
flect on. 

Mr. Fascell. Now, when you found out about the back-channel 
operation by Ambassador Kelly operating with Colonel North, that 
was a disaster. It just—I was thunderstruck. I am sure you were. 

You recalled him. You brought him back here as it totally de¬ 
stroys the whole system of operation for the Department of State. 

Did you want to fire him? Did you want to get rid of him? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, I wanted him to know that I didn’t ap¬ 
preciate what he had done, the fact that he had been briefed by 
Mr. McFarlane and by somebody—I forget who in the White House 
about this operation, and was told that I was opposed to it, but he 
didn’t have to talk to me about it because they would talk to me 
about it, and he accepted that, and then took directions from them. 
I didn’t appreciate that at all. And he knows that. 

But he is basically a very good man and I hope he's learned his 
lesson. 

Mr. Fascell. Well, the truth is, Mr. Secretary- 

Secretary Shultz. As a matter of fact, let me point out to you— 
and this happens all too frequently—I called him on the telephone 
the other morning to give him my reassurance, because for most of 
the night, the Ambassadorial residence has been under fire in 
Beirut. We think probably the fire was aimed at the Presidential 
palace, which we are nearby, but at any rate, Ambassador Kelly 
was under fire and we spent half the night struggling to get that 
stopped, and we did, but life in the Foreign Service, particularly in 
a place like Beirut, is not the most pleasant nor is it the safest in 
the world. And so I think that with all of the problems that we 
have talked about with respect to Ambassador Kelly, we also have 
to say he’s out there. He is literally on the front line, and he's 
doing a good job. 

Mr. Fascell. He is on the front lines, Mr. Secretary. And I cer¬ 
tainly do not demean his service in any way. I simply am making 
the obvious point that the Secretary or State doesn t have control 
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over Ambassadors the way he wants to. He’s got a problem. It’s 
called politics, and that’s in the best sense, not the worst sense, and 
the White House. You cannot move the pegs around at your will 
because you have the Congress to deal with, that all-powerful U.S. 
Senate, and then you’ve got the White House to deal with, and 
then you’ve got domestic politics to worry about. 

So if you really wanted to move your pegs around, you’d have a 
big problem anyway. That’s the only point. I’m sure you agree with 
that? 

Secretary Shultz. You and I are both old enough to remember 
Jimmy Durante. Remember what he used to say? It’s the way I feel 
as Secretary of State: “Everybody wants to get into the act.’’ 

That’s the way it is. 

Mr. Fascell. Mr. Secretary, you’ve been criticized by some be¬ 
cause you were so vocal in your opposition of this plan that you 
thought was not only dangerous but stupid and whatnot, and you 
were criticized because you didn’t have an alternative which you 
offered which could give any relief. 

Now, as a matter of fact, we were following—the United States 
was and is following a very strong policy with respect to our effort 
dealing with the hostages. Would you want to tell the American 
people that there is an alternative and it is different from the one 
that was presented at these hearings? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, there are alternatives. Of course, we 
work on the hostage problem constantly. We have a unit in the De¬ 
partment of State that is in touch with the hostage families con¬ 
stantly to pass them information, hear any information they have, 
give them reassurance, telephone number that will answer at any 
time. 

We are in touch with intelligence services with other countries, 
and we have our own trying to find out where the hostages are and 
to persuade, try to see if there is any way that we can reach those 
who are holding them. We are ready to talk with anybody about 
the subject, but, of course, we have our policies. We are not going 
to pay ransom or do other things that are against our policy. 

Now, we know, for example, that those holding the hostages have 
said in various ways, such as when they released Father Jenco, at 
least I thought, and it seemed at the time he was released so that 
he could give a message. Namely, that if you don’t get the Dawa 
prisoners out, the hostages are going to get killed. So we know 
what they are after. 

Now, to think it is a great idea and shows the innovative capac¬ 
ities of the NSC staff to think of the notion that you could trade 
the Dawa prisoners for the hostages, I mean that’s nutty. That 
kind of great idea I’d like to be saved from. 

So we work at it. It is hard. It is frustrating because we basically 
haven’t got very far, and I might say we have quite a bit of compa¬ 
ny. There are eight countries that have hostages being held we be¬ 
lieve in and around Beirut. There are nine Americans there now. I 
think there are 24 all together from the 8 countries, and it is very 
frustrating. 

I believe people should stay away from Beirut. I think it is like a 
place that has the plague, and we have tried and tried and tried to 
get Americans to realize that. And the most recent person, Mr. 
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Glass, that was taken went there against that stricture. That 
doesn’t mean we are any less interested in helping him. We will 
work at that as with anybody else. 

Now, part of the policy of trying to work to get hostages out has 
to be making it plain that you will not pay ransom, bribes, or what¬ 
ever for them. The minute you do that, what you do is expose the 
vast number of Americans who are traveling around to a greater 
risk because those who take hostages see that it pays. 

And, furthermore, those that are holding the existing hostages 
feel that the price of what they’ve got has iust gone up some. 

So I think we have to work at it. I think it is much better if we 
work at it quietly. Doesn’t do any good for the hostages to have a 
lot of publicity. 

Mr. Fascell. Mr. Secretary, let me interrupt you. 

From an Iranian point of view, it seemed like this was a pretty 
good operation. You get some arms and you give up some hostages, 
and you go out and take some more hostages, pretty soon you get 
more arms. 

The French found that out. They released some hostages; they 
went out, they got some more hostages, but in the meantime they 
got some mirages. That sounds like a pretty neat idea to me, if you 
are an Iranian. 

Where we wound up was at the same level that we entered in 
terms of our hostages. And that is the danger you just pointed out, 
that this thing cuts two ways and the other people who are your 
“adversaries”—and I put that in quotes—you have to give them 
credit for having some brains. They are not all raving lunatics. 

Secretary Shultz. That is why I feel very confident in what I 
said a little bit earlier, that if the proposition presented to the 
President had been we can get the hostages out by a trade and as 
an incidental part it is conceivable that we'd have a dialog with 
Iran which might be worthwhile, and he would not have taken that 
proposition, because he fully understands, and has always, exactly 
these points that have been made, and that is the basis for the 
policy that he has set and continues to have. 

Mr. Fascell. Mr. Secretary, it was stated during the course of 
these hearings that this policy could be justified for many reasons, 
talking about this whole Iran bit. One or them was very important. 
It was that during this period of time—'85-’86—that it was a good 
policy because Iran stood down on terrorism. 

Now do you agree with that assessment? 

Secretary Shultz. No. 

Mr. Fascell. You want to tell us why? 

Secretary Shultz. First of all, because they didn’t stand down on 
terrorism. There is some evidence that the action against Ameri¬ 
cans was diminished somewhat, although it didn’t stop. 

And I think we should note that some hostages were taken and, 
of course, no one knows exactly who, but I think we have to re¬ 
member that the Iranians are masters of the plausible deniability 
theory in all of this and their influence is there. But there was 
some evidence of some slowdown in efforts against Americans. 

Now, I mention that because I believe that while, of course, we 
always are happy if our citizens are less of a target, we can’t afford 
to look at it that way in this day and age. We have to recognize 
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this is an international problem, and we have to work at it togeth¬ 
er, and it is not good to help me at the expense of you, and we have 
made great efforts with other countries where sometimes there has 
been a tendency with some terrorist group to sav, look, we’ll make 
a deal with you, you can have safe haven here but leave us alone. 

We just don’t make deals like that. No safe haven for terrorists. 
We have to look at it on an international basis, and in looking at it 
on an international basis I don’t think that you can see Iran forgo¬ 
ing terrorism. 

For example, I don’t know just when—I forget just when the date 
was, but during this period a large poundage of plastic explosives 
was found on Iranian pilgrims on their way to Mecca for the Haj. 
That is directed not against us, against somebody else, and that is 
terrorism. And I could give other examples, some against us and 
some against others. 

So I do n’t believe that Iran did or does renounce its policy of the 
use of terrorism. 

Mr. Fascell. Mr. Secretary, during the period of time we are 
talking about—I have a very short list here and I would be happy 
to have the State Department counterterrorism office supply the 
full list for the record—but June 14, 1985, was the TWA flight hi¬ 
jacking; July 1st, 1985, the Madrid bombing; July 22, was the Co¬ 
penhagen bombing; November 24 was the car bomb explosion in 
Frankfurt, wounding 32 people, mostly U.S. military; December of 
’85, bombing in France, Paris; and so forth and so forth. 

I think it would be useful to put in the record simply to make 
the point that just because we were dealing with Iran on a matter 
of considerable importance, it didn’t stop their activities really, and 
it is an unfair assessment to leave in the record. 

So I would appreciate it if you would supply that. 

Secretary Shultz. We can give that to you. We have lists like 
that. 

As I said, it is not possible to connect things precisely, but at 
least our intelligence suggests that there are connections in enough 
cases to convince us that Iran continues to use this tatic. 

Mr. Fascell. We know it is a serious and important matter. It is 
very serious, Mr. Secretary. As you know, the Foreign Affairs Com¬ 
mittees of the Congress have worked with you in providing the nec¬ 
essary legislation to the President to support every one of the Exec¬ 
utive initiatives, in supplying the authority and the money. 

We have also worked with you very diligently to provide and 
support the international effort which was being responded to by 
many of our allies. 

And I know that from firsthand experience because I personally 
went to New York, met with many of the Ambassadors of our allies 
whom you were contacting, as well as the representatives of those 
countries here in Washington. 

We had a good program going. It was tough but slow, and we 
want to do more. 

Secretary Shultz. Mr. Chairman, we still have a good program 
going. 

Mr. Fascell. OK. 

Secretary Shultz. Let me just say, as one aspect of it, over the 
last couple of years, as a result of this—this is just the intelligence 
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and intelligence-sharing work with other countries in trying to 
keep track of what is going on—we have averted about 180 terror¬ 
ist incidents that would probably have taken place, but because of 
the work being done they didn’t take place. So that is prevention. 

And, of course, I think that the President’s actions against Libya 
punctured Qadhafi’s balloon, and that has helped. There are a lot 
of things that have been done. 

At the Venice summit here just a month or so ago, again we had 
a strong statement on this, and we see the rule of law—which is 
something you have emphasized—the rule of law starting to exert 
itself more and more. 

As we say to the terrorists, you are not going to have any place to 
hide, it is going to be the use of extradition, countries will get you, 
they will try you, and we are making progress. 

Chairman Hamilton. Mr. Fascell, excuse me for interrupting. I 
am informed that a vote is taking place in the Senate. That is the 
reason for the Senators leaving the chamber. 

Mr. Fascell. Mr. Chairman, in that case, maybe this is a good 
place to stop. I can reserve the balance of my time. 

Chairman Hamilton. The Chair would like to go until about 6:00 
p.m. if possible, Mr. Fascell. Is that all right with you, Mr. Secre¬ 
tary, to go until 6:00? 

Secretary Shultz. I will make a deal with you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Fascell. I will take 2 minutes now, or you can leave and I 
will wait 2 minutes. 

Secretary Shultz. I will stay here all night as long as we can 
finish at a reasonable time Friday, and I don't have to come back 
Monday. I would like to have a nice weekend in the country. If I 
have to come back Monday, I will have to stay and study. 

Chairman Hamilton. We are not planning on bringing you back 
on Monday. You deserve a long weekend, Mr. Secretary. 

Mr. Fascell, why don’t you go for a few minutes longer. Then 
we’ll go to Mr. Broomfield until six or so. 

Mr. Fascell. Mr. Secretary, this whole mess must have drastical¬ 
ly affected our capability both in terms of foreign policy and coun¬ 
terterrorism specifically. 

Secretary Shultz. No, it hasn’t. 

Mr. Fascell. Well, good. Tell me how come. 

Secretary Shultz. Because—and here I think it is so important 
to register on what the President did, and I don’t think this has 
gotten the notice or attention it deserves. The President decided 
right early on that we had to do two things, and he drummed this 
into me. I agree with it wholeheartedly. One is, get the facts out, 
and the volume of stuff that has inundated this committee and the 
other investigating agencies is unprecedented, and it has been 
given willingly at the President's direction. 

And the second thing that he said was make this stuff available 
and cooperate and so forth, but you have got a lot of work to do, 
George, so get at it. And we kept going, and we have gone to 
people, and we have talked about our policies, and the saving grace 
here is that our policies are sound, and people continue to support 
the policies and work with us, for example, on terrorism. Why? Be¬ 
cause it is in their interests to do so, because the policy is a good 
policy. 
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Mr. Fascell. Let me interrupt. 

Secretary Shultz. And the same with other things. People real¬ 
ize around the world that a strong United States is of critical im¬ 
portance to everybody in the free world. They are not anxious to 
see us beat ourselves to death. They want to see us go ahead, inves¬ 
tigate, do whatever, but let’s get back on the track as fast as we 
can. That is the way the world looks at it. 

Mr. Fascell. I agree. But, Mr. Secretary, the problem, as I see it, 
and it may not affect other people, is the constant shift in policy or 
apparent shift in policy. We lose 243 men in Lebanon, so we don’t 
blow anybody out of the water. Somebody attacks a hot dog stand, 
or whatever it was, in Germany, and we bomb Libya. Iran is on the 
hall of infamy list and has been for a long time as the seat of ter¬ 
rorism, and we don’t do anything to them. We wind up selling 
arms to them. 

You know, if I am on the outside and I am your friend, it is 
going to confuse me. I am on the inside, I am your friend, and I am 
confused. 

Secretary Shultz. Well, we could go around the world in terms 
of our foreign policy, and I think it is a strong positive one admin¬ 
istered with consistency, although we have our problems from time 
to time, and this Iran business that we are talking about is one of 
them. And the difficulties we sometimes have in following through 
is one of them. And I would have to say, Mr. Chairman, that the 
Congress contributes, because you don’t always follow through with 
us and you short us. So that is part of the problem, too. 

That is why it is so important to learn everything we can out of 
this about not only our separate tasks, but much more how we go 
about sharing power more effectively in the interests of a positive 
government policy. Sharing power is much more difficult than just 
exercising it all by yourself. 

Mr. Fascell. I agree with that thoroughly. I certainly concur in 
the conclusion that we need to work together. So we will leave it at 
that and hope. 

Mr. Chairman, I will reserve the balance of my time for further 
efforts at philosophical discourse. 

Chairman Hamilton. Mr. Fascell reserves 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes Mr. Broomfield until about 6:00 o’clock. Mr. 
Broomfield? 

Mr. Broomfield. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Secretary, I want to compliment you on your appearance 
here today. I have known you for a long time, but I have never 
heard you any better. You have been extremely candid, and I have 
really truthfully been very impressed by the way you responded to 
some very difficult questions. 

I want to make a couple observations about this committee, be¬ 
cause we have been at it a long time and hopefully we are getting 
toward the end. Actually, I think you appeared before the House 
Foreign Affairs Committee last December. This committee, of 
course, got organized sometime in January. 

The reason I am bringing this up is I have been very upset over 
how long this committee has been in operation and how many wit¬ 
nesses and so forth. This has been a very important investigation. 
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But what was the most important question facing the American 
people and Congress? I will tell you what it was. 

What did the President know? Did he know anything about the 
diversion? That was the important question. 

The reason I mention it is that Admiral Poindexter took a depo¬ 
sition in May, I understand it was May the 2d, and it was brought 
up then and those were the key statements, that the President 
didn't have any knowledge of diversion of funds for the Contras, 
and we in Congress, as well as the American people, have been 
held hostage all of that time waiting until just a few days ago to 
hear from Admiral Poindexter to verify the very thing he gave in 
the deposition and I just think it is regrettable, something that im¬ 
portant, I understand you even went to Venice with the President, 
to the economic summit, with this kind of cloud hanging over the 
administration. 

I think- 

Secretary Shultz. I have to insert there that the President did a 
very good job in Venice and the meeting went off extremely well, 
and, as a matter of fact, I think we are all interested to see this 
most recent UN vote and the efforts made at Venice with our 
friends there helped a great deal. 

So it is a problem, but the President seemed to have managed. 

Mr. Broomfield. I am sure of that. But my point was that that 
portion of Admiral Poindexter’s testimony, deposition, could have 
been released to the American people, and it would have changed a 
great deal. Because all you had to do was be here in this committee 
roOTh and listen to Admiral Poindexter when those words came up, 
the press started leaving, you could almost feel the relief right in 
this committee, because the key question had been answered. 

And, again, I say that I think it is regrettable that these hear¬ 
ings have had to go on as long as they have, and I think what you 
are doing today is extremely important and I think what Colonel 
North did was extremely important. 

I think probably North did a better job—now, wait a minute, 
Dante—of explaining our Central American policy. I really believe 
if we had a vote today probably we could get additional money. 

I don’t know whether it will be that way in 2 or 3 months, but I 
really believe he did a very, very effective job. And I might say 
this, that I have been very disturbed—at the beginning of these 
hearings that letters were coming in that we were treating wit¬ 
nesses as if they were criminals. 

Boy, I don’t think they are criminals. I think whether you talk 
about Poindexter or North, anyway, those two men, were men that 
were trying to do the right job, but they did—wrong policy. 

I think what happened as far as selling arms to Iran and the so- 
called diversion was absolutely wrong, and it was a flawed policy, 
and I guess that you have said that many times today, that you 
agree with that, it was a flawed policy of selling arms to Iran and 
diverting that money to the Contras. 

I think there has been two separate and distinct foreign policy 
decisions made—the decision to sell arms to Iran based on that 
flawed policy but conducted pursuant to a Presidential Finding, the 
decision to divert profits from a sale to the Contras, I think prob- 
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ably there was a little merit to it, but conducted to the exclusion of 
the President, the President had no idea about it. 

I believe, too, if the procedures had been followed, foreign policy 
disasters might have been avoided. I think we have got to do more 
to consult and pursue a bipartisan consensus on foreign policy. 

1 want to say, Mr. Secretary, I was looking over, you have served 
now for 5 years as Secretary of State and that is pretty distin¬ 
guished company. 

There is just two others in the 20th Century that have served as 
long, and that was John Foster Dulles and Dean Rusk, and I 
happen to reflect back, Dante Fascell and I both were here when 
John Foster Dulles was here, and Dean Rusk, and yourself. 

I thought it was a very interesting thing you are in that catego¬ 
ry, and I think one of the great Secretaries of State. 

I would like to ask you a basic question. 

Are you back in charge now? Do you really feel now after all we 
have gone through? 

Secretary Shultz. I would like to say yes, but you know it is a 
fight all the way all the time and that is life in Washington. Just 
to take an example. 

I think economic, international economic developments are a 
very important part of foreign affairs. You people have—are in the 
process of putting together a so-called antitrade bill or trade bill 
that will have a big impact on us. I wish I were in charge, and I 
wish I could persuade you not to do what you seem to be deter¬ 
mined to do. 

I think it will be very bad for us. That is a sense in which I am 
not in charge. I am not in charge of the trade negotiations. 

I am not saying I should be. But I am just pointing out that the 
operational aspect of foreign affairs of the United States is a great, 
big ongoing thing, and I am trying my best to orchestrate it, 
manage it and have knowledge of and some impact on all the dif¬ 
ferent things that are going on so 1 can look at it from the stand¬ 
point of our relationship with a country or a region of the world 
and have people have at least a center of reference on that 

That is my job. 

Mr. Broomfield. I would like to ask you a few questions regard¬ 
ing our Central American policy. I think it is an area that we still 
need to ask a few questions. 

Mr. Secretary, we have to spend billions of dollars overseas in 
far-off lands to advance freedom and to protect the United States’ 
national security interests. Why do you believe we are unable to 
maintain a bipartisan policy that advances freedom and protects 
U.S. interests in our own backyard in Central America? 

What do you think is behind that? Why couldn't we get biparti¬ 
san support for that? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, I dare to think we are getting there. 
When I came here we struggled to get funds for El Salvador, and 
you know how many acrimonious sessions we had right here in this 
room over that. 

When I came here, you weren’t allowed to pronounce the word 
Guatemala, let alone ask for any involvement. Now we have a 
strong relationship, and as I said earlier, we have four civilian- 
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elected presidents, we have much more attention to the rule of law, 
along with democratic processes. 

We have had a bipartisan commission that Henry Kissinger 
chaired, a genuine bipartisan commission and it wasn’t sort of 
House Democrats along with the Republicans. It was very real. 
And people accepted that. 

And I thought it was very important, it has been unnoticed, that 
with all of the budget problems that we have, and their fears, that 
in the supplemental that was voted here recently an additional 
$300 million for basically the Central American democracies was 
there, and, of course, the money as such, additional money was con¬ 
troversial, but the fact that we would give that much money to 
support our objectives in Central America was not controversial at 
all. 

It had broad bipartisan support. And we have also seen a much 
broader and common understanding of the problem that Nicaragua 
constitutes for those four countries and for us. And I am not trying 
to say that we have reached the kind of agreement on support for 
the Freedom Fighters in Nicaragua that we have for the four coun¬ 
tries, but I think we have reached a rather common analysis of 
what that country is about. 

And last year both houses of Congress voted affirmatively by 
narrow majorities, but they voted affirmatively, for a reinstitution 
on a stronger basis than we have ever done it before to support the 
Freedom Fighters in Nicaragua, and I just hope and pray we will 
be able to follow through on that, and in a subsequent vote. 

But my point is to say that it is possible out of this, peculiar proc¬ 
ess we have of arguing back and forth and hearings' and your going 
down and observing elections and so on, in this case it has worked, 
and we have a general support for this line of policy, not perfect, 
but it is very, very different than it was when the President ad¬ 
dressed a joint session of Congress back I think in 1983 and laid out 
basically the program that he has been following since that time. 

So I am not one who says despair, there is no bipartisanship, I 
think there is. Take the subject of our present situation with arms 
control, the dual track decision and so on. That was a decision 
made in the Carter administration, it was implemented in the 
Reagan administration with a lot of interaction, and we have a ne¬ 
gotiation going on, and while there are arguments about it, each 
body has an observer group, you do, the Senate does, and I would 
have to say I was a little skeptical about these bodies when they 
were concocted, but Max Kampelman, the Chief of our delegation, 
will tell you, as he has told me, that it has turned out to be ex¬ 
tremely helpful, and the members come to Geneva, and they are 
thoughtful, and they find out what is going on, and they—the Sovi¬ 
ets talk to them, and they find out that America is America. And 
so let’s not give up on a bipartisan foreign policy. I don’t think we 
are so far away from it as sometimes the arguments we have sug¬ 
gest. 

Mr. Broomfield. Maybe it wouldn’t hurt to have the members 
reread that speech the President gave back on April 27, 1983. 
Maybe it will do some good. 
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Secretary Shultz. Maybe. Or read the bipartisan report, which 
basically—I mean, how did that come into being? That was a 
suggestion of the late Senator Henry Jackson, one' or our great- 

Mr. Broomfield. You bet he was. 

Secretary Shultz. —people, and that is how that got started. He 
was a Democrat. 

Mr. Broomfield. Mr. Secretary, no one can condone lying or de¬ 
ceiving Congress, but in the strategic sense of the word, as a nation 
have we benefited from Colonel North and Admiral Poindexter's 
efforts to keep the Contras alive and fighting against the Sandi- 
nista Government in Nicaragua and bridging the gap, that theory? 
How important was that? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, I think it is important to keep the Free¬ 
dom Fighters alive. My feeling has always been they are a very le¬ 
gitimate group, and the amount of money they had to get along on, 
after all if you think of—I gather it is something like $1 million a 
month, and you are talking about 10,000 people, do that arithmetic, 
and. you see that it is not going to go very far. So their staying 
power is a measure of their legitimacy you might say. 

But I think that the efforts made, I testified earlier about this 
incident where I complimented Colonel North. As I understood it, 
he had extended himself personally to try to buck up the leaders 
and keep them going, and I think that was a service. But I don’t—I 
don’t think that desirable ends justify means of lying, deceiving, of 
doing things that are outside of our constitutional processes. That 
is not in the picture as far as I am concerned. 

Mr. Broomfield. Well, I certainly agree with you. I am curious, 
though: How essential was that aid at that particular time? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, no one can say about it. I think, as I 
have said, I think that the Freedom Fighters have more to them 
than perhaps they are given credit for in some circles. But obvious¬ 
ly they needed to have help, and so they survived. I can’t really 
answer your question in any definitive way. 

One of the pathetic things, as you see, as I have been reading 
about this so-called money trail, out of this big diversion of funds 
and so on, how much did they actually get, the Freedom Fighters? 
They got practically nothing out of it. 

Mr. Broomfield. Well, not only that, but this investigation itself, 
if you take all the costs involved, both as far as the independent 
counsel and this committee, will probably exceed $10 million. In¬ 
credible. Anyway, Assistant Secretary Abrams testified to the 
effect that Congrers forced the adminstration into engaging in tin- 
cup diplomacy. I remember that very well. Would you agree that 
tin-cup diplomacy is a demeaning position for great powers like the 
United States? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, it is a good vivid phrase, and Elliott is 
good at that. It is not the way a great power should proceed, and as 
I spoke about my views in 1984 about the process of solicitation, it 
seems to me that we don’t want to depend on another country to 
do something if we feel it is in our vital interest. We need to do 
that ourselves, not become dependent. 

On the other hand, under the circumstances that existed a 
couple of years subsequently, when the Congress had expressed a 
different attitude, and there it was in statutes, it seemed to me 
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that we should take a different view. And, of course, working with 
other countries is part of what we do to advance our security and 
our prosperity and our values. So we don’t operate all by ourselves, 
that is what our alliances are about. 

We will do this, and you will do that, and we will both achieve 
something that we both desire So I think it is not a simple ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr. Broomfield. As you know, Congress appropriated $100 mil¬ 
lion to support the Freedom Fighters in Nicaragua, and Congress, 
as you know also will be asked to provide additional support for 
jthe Contras later this year. These funds will largely be spent by 
agencies other than the Department of State. As Secretary of State, 
do you feel that you have sufficient control over the way this pro¬ 
gram is administered to avoid costly future mistakes? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, I hope that they will bo avoided not just 
because of the Department of State but the President’s direction 
and people who are expending them. The Congress in appropriat¬ 
ing that money placed a special responsibility on the Secretary of 
State to pay more attention to what, in effect, another agency is 
doing than you would normally expect and so we have been work¬ 
ing hard to exercise that responsibility in an effective and collabo¬ 
rative way with our fellow departments. 

It is a hard thing to do, but I think it is working out, and wheth¬ 
er you want to continue that or not I don’t know. But at any rate 
we have a reasonable system in place that Elliott Abrams has con¬ 
tributed a great deal to. 

Mr. Broomfield. Are you an advocate of the Reagan doctrine 
and will you explain the importance of supporting those who wish 
to struggle for their freedom throughout the world? 

Secretary Shultz. Yes. You wanted more of an answer? I am be¬ 
ginning to get tired, I guess. 

Mr. Broomfield. I thought I would give you an opportunity 
to- 

Secretary Shultz. Let me say this: Advancing our values is one 
of the essential ingredients of our foreign policy. The value of free¬ 
dom, of democracy, of the rule of law, as that spreads, that is good 
as I see it, not just because it provides other people a chance to live 
under conditions that are more decent, but it also makes the world 
more secure from our standpoint, so we have a major interest in it. 

And I think one of the most interesting and beneficial things 
that has happened in the last few years is the spread of exactly 
this idea. And President Reagan has advocated it and worked at it. 

His speech to the Parliament in London back in 1982, I think it 
was, set it out very clearly, and we work at it in various ways, of 
course. 

For the most part, the sweep toward freedom and democracy 
that’s taking place, and we don’t take all the credit for it, don't 
misunderstand me, it is—basically the credit belongs to the attrac¬ 
tion of the idea of freedom. But it has taken place mostly on a 
peaceful, evolutionary basis, sometimes with considerable trauma 
and sometimes with a lot of support from us, and I would say with 
some real bipartisan and executive-legislative collaboration. 

I think the readiness of Members to go, for instance, to El Salva¬ 
dor when they were having those votes and observe was a major 
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contribution. I think in the Philippines, as we worked at that to¬ 
gether, there were quite a number of Members who went to the 
Philippines and who were very effective in observing and then re¬ 
porting back, and all of that gave to the world and people in the 
Philippines a sense that there was an American policy in support 
of what was taking place. Just as I think in Korea right now there 
is at least a good chance, and we have all been working at this and 
it’s difficult to do, and it’s basically the Korean problem, not for us, 
we can’t do it, they have to do it, but if they can put a political 
miracle alongside that economic miracle, it will be sensational. So 
that’s one way we work at it. 

Another way we work at it is to support people who are ready to 
fight for freedom and independence in tneir country. And I’m 
much in favor of that. Of course, you have to pick your spots care¬ 
fully. I think there’s room also in this policy, if you find a country 
which has been way over here in the Soviet direction but which 
seems to be seeing things in a little different way, if you can bring 
them over, that’s good. I don’t think we need to have the same for¬ 
mula everywhere, and I’m sure you understand the different lay¬ 
outs. 

I’ve studied somewhat the transitions to democracy that we have 
seen in the last 20-25 years; it’s fascinating. You go Sack to Greece, 
Turkey, Portugal, Spain, Latin America- 

Mr. Broomfield. Central America. 

Secretary Shultz. —Central America, and each case is unique. 
And you’ve got to study each one, and yet there is this thread. But 
I think it is one of the things that has been happening that is a 
very powerful trend, and it’s one of the reasons why I said earlier 
that we have a great deal to be proud of about what r s happening in 
the foreign policy area. And, in many respects, we could say if we 
can just get this out of our system and go on, we can find we can 
be on a roll here. 

Mr. Broomfield. Mr. Secretary, I want to ask you about Elliott 
Abrams and I think you have already answered this, but he has 
acknowledged that he has made mistakes in misleading Congress, 
about some of his statements about on lawful solicitation of funds 
from a foreign country. Do you believe he has learned from his in¬ 
discretion? 

Secretary Shultz. Yes, I do. He made a mistake. He knows it. 
And he is full of remorse about it. 

I think he is a very able, energetic, fine person with a real in¬ 
stinct for public service. And the country needs people like that. 
And he has a rebuilding job to do as a result of this thing that took 
place, and he knows it. And my effort is to support him, because he 
is good, really good, and to try to help him rebuild the kind of trust 
that you have to have. 

And I wish everybody would take part on that. Because this is a 
guy who tells you he made a mistake, tells you he is sorry, tells 
you he understands why he did it, and that—and that he doesn’t 
intend to do that again. So he deserves help in my opinion, and he 
is a big contributor to what we’re trying to do. 

Mr. Broomfield. Mr. Secretary, I want to switch to the effects of 
these hearings and ask you two or three questions. These hearings 
have revealed, sometimes in great detail, the foreign policymaking 
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process of the United States as well as certain intelligence oper¬ 
ations. Do you feel that this disclosure of the foreign policy process, 
particularly the flawed process that was followed here, will lead to 
adverse reactions and mistrust of the U.S. foreign policymaking by 
foreign governments and the public overseas? 

Secretary Shultz. I think it's important for people to see that 
there's a lot more to American foreign policy than this Iran arms- 
hostages, fund diversion, and so on problem that we have been dis¬ 
cussing here. It's basically very good and very positive, and the 
President has given it strong leadership, and we have worked effec¬ 
tively with the Congress. 

I mentioned the Philippines here. So we should realize that and 
others should realize that. 

Now, obviously the world follows us avidly and, as I said earlier, 
the rest of the world understands, perhaps even our adversaries 
understand, a strong United States is a good thing, and they want 
us to be that way. So they want us to get it over with and conclude 
whatever we conclude. 

I do think there is a problem with public emergence of things 
that were secret, and it’s particularly a problem when something 
that involves another country is involved, because other countries 
conclude that they cannot do business with us. If they say any time 
I give to the United States a piece of information that I regard as 
secret, it's liable to be public, they’ll cease giving it to us. There 
has to be a capacity to keep a secret, and that’s a problem that I 
listed in response to Senator Inouye's provocative question, good 
question, a number of things, I should have had that on my list— 
we’ve got to learn again how to keep a secret legitimately. And we 
have lost that. 

I’m not looking at Congress about this. The leaks that come out 
of the executive branch are breathtaking. They also come out of 
the Congress, and it is a problem that we have here in this town 
and we have got to figure out a way to do something about it, and 
for my money, it isn’t polygraphing everybody. 

Mr. Broomfield. What effect has this investigation had on your 
ability to pursue U.S. interests with the countries —you’ve got that 
list 1 to 10. I would also add: How about the other 150 you have 
to deal with? Pretty much the same as what you said. 

Secretary Shultz. Yes. We are doing all right. We have had a— 
just to take my recent travels, as I had a number of meetings back 
to back in different parts of the world. The meetings in Venice 
were very productive and worthwhile, and the President, as 
always, has to be looked to to give leadership. 

There were good discussions. The Foreign Ministers meeting in 
Reykjavik that followed that was the best Foreign Ministers meet¬ 
ing I r ve ever attended in the sense of its productivity. 

In the arms control field, in particular, both in terms of the INF 
problem and conventional arms, we made a lot of progress. 

Then the Asian meetings that I had were also excellent. Of 
course, everybody is terribly concerned about protection in the 
United States and it’s a matter of great attention everywhere. 

And then we went on to Australia and had good meetings there. 
It was interesting there that they had an election campaign going 
on. My meetings were scheduled long before that was scheduled, 
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but they wanted us to go ahead with the meetings. And I met, of 
course, with the government and with the opposition and both the 
government and the opposition wanted to make it clear publicly 
that they were happy to see the United States around. So that was 
a little refreshing. 

Mr. Broomfield. Mr. Secretary, I want to comment about your 
colloquy with Chairman Fascell about the Congress being tough on 
the State Department and foreign aid—there were a number of 
issues. There is no question about that. 

But regarding the foreign aid bill, we are having our problems, 
both Mr. Fascell and I, trying to work out some kind of a compro¬ 
mise. I just want to say I know what my priorities are for foreign 
aid that meet our security commitments, treaty commitments to 
our friends and allies; promote democracy and stability throughout 
the world; and create the economic opportunities abroad for the 
United States and our friends. 

I would like to ask you what your priorities are. 

Secretary Shultz. Well, that’s a good list. Now, let’s put our 
money where our mouth is. We are not doing it. That’s the prob¬ 
lem. We are not doing it. 

I am going to testify—I think next week is it, Mr. Chairman?— 
before you on this subject. Incidentally, if we recognize that these 
funds we are talking about are funds that we are expending on 
behalf of the security of the United States, the prosperity of the 
United States, the values of the United States, the effort against 
terrorism with which we are concerned, the effort against drugs 
with which we are concerned, we say that’s what this money is, 
then I think the words “foreign aid’’ don’t apply. Foreign aid im¬ 
plies—seems to imply that this is some money we have lying 
around and we can pass it over to some other people. That’s not 
what this money is for. This money is for the interests of the 
United States and when we don’t use those resources, we suffer. 

You know, the Soviet Union—I am not trying to justify our poli¬ 
cies by comparison with them, but their economy is about 45 per¬ 
cent of ours, and they outspend us in this field by two to one. They 
outspend us in Central America and the Caribbean—of course, the 
biggest is Cuba—-i*? economic assistance, things that go mainly to 
Cuba on the order of six, seven, eight to one. And the same with 
military assistance. 

So we have to look at these things in our interests. And we are 
not doing it. 

Mr. Broomfield. Well, I would like to say we just have to have a 
better selling job. I think that responsibility- 

Secretary Shultz. Well, I am trying. 

Mr. Broomfield. I understand that. Pardon? I’ll be glad to yield 
to my friend. 

I really believe that. I think this is part of the problem. In other 
words, we have got to have better consultation and effort on the 
part not only of the State Department, but on Congress; and when 
you have a tight budget like we have right now, and you have a 
foreign aid bill comes up, you know where they are going to cut. 
They are not going to cut social security or any programs affecting 
the aged. 
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Secretary Shultz. Why don’t we call it a U.S. aid bill? It’s all for 
our interests. 

Mr. Broomfield. Well, I won’t disagree with you. Both Fascell 
and I have been on the committee for more than 25 years. I think 
we really understand it. 

Mr. Aspin. Mr. Secretary, you know, if you keep on like this, Cap 
Weinberger is going to want equal time. 

Secretary Shultz. You ask him when he testifies, Cap Weinberg¬ 
er and I agree absolutely on the importance of this money, on the 
importance of the kind of support needed, for instance, for our base 
rights countries, and so on. There is no difference of opinion what¬ 
ever. 

Mr. Broomfield. Mr. Chairman, I want to reserve the balance of 
my time, but again I want to compliment you. I’ve never heard you 
any better. You’ve really answered the questions very forthrightly. 
It's been a very important hearing as far as I am concerned. 

Chairman Hamilton. The gentleman reserves 25 minutes. 

We will meet at 9:00 tomorrow morning. 

I ask unanimous consent to correct the record, to show that Mr. 
McFarlane stated that the Boland Amendment did apply to the Na¬ 
tional Security Council in the remarks I made at the end of Admi¬ 
ral Poindexter’s testimony. 

Without objection, so ordered. 

We will recess until 9:00 tomorrow morning. 

[Whereupon, at 6:05 p.m., the Select Committees recessed, to re¬ 
convene at 9:00 a.m., Friday, July 24, 1987.] 
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INVESTIGATION 
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FRIDAY, JULY 24, 1987 

House Select Committee To Investigate 

Covert Arms Transactions With Iran 
and 

Senate Select Committee on Secret Military 
Assistance to Iran and the Nicaraguan Opposition, 

Washington, DC. 

The Select Committees met, pursuant to call, at 9:00 a.m., in 
room 2172, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Lee H. Hamilton 
(chairman of the House Select Committee) and Hon. Daniel K. 
Inouye (chairman of the Senate Select Committee) presiding. 

Chairman Hamilton. The joint hearings will come to order. 

The Chair would like to announce that he has pending a large 
number of requests for time. We would like very much to be able to 
complete the testimony of the Secretary of State today, so I want to 
urge Members to yield back time if they possibly can and to be 
careful in observing the time limits that are set. 

The Chair would appreciate that very much and indeed it is nec¬ 
essary if we are going to complete the work of the committee. 

Senator Rudman? 

Mr. Rudman. Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to yield back the bal¬ 
ance of my time. I think that most of the questions that I want to 
ask have been asked either by myself or others. 

Chairman Hamilton. Thank you very much. 

The Senator yields back 15 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Michigan, Mr. Broom¬ 
field, to continue questioning. 

CONTINUED TESTIMONY OF GEORGE P. SHULTZ, FROM JULY 23 

Mr. Broomfield. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Secretary, yesterday during our discussion, I failed to include 
one other Secretary of State within that group of three that had 
served the longest in the 20th century. 

Believe it or not, when I got back to the office, there were a 
number of people throughout the country that wanted to make 
sure that I understood that Cordell Hull had served between 1933 
and 1944 and they wanted him included. 

One man even went so far as to say, “If you don’t, I will sue 
you.” 
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Secretary Shultz. I am glad you mentioned Cordell Hull, be¬ 
cause one of the really great things he did was to start us on the 
road toward more open trade, and the people—he was obviously 
not there after the end of World War n, but he started the recipro¬ 
cal trade agreements idea, and the foundations that were laid at 
the end of World War II in economic matters and in security mat¬ 
ters have stood us in good stead ever since. And people should re¬ 
flect on how much we have prospered as a result of that regime. 

Mr. Broomfield. Mr. Secretary, in view of your testimony yester¬ 
day and the conflict that has gone on in recent years between you 
and the rest of the administration, do you feel you can continue to 
do an effective job as Secretary of State in the remaining year and 
a half of President Reagan’s term? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, first of all, I think the premise of the 
question is not correct. We have focused here in this discussion on 
an area where there was a lot of dispute, but by and large the 
President’s foreign policy has gone forward with widespread sup¬ 
port, I think widespread support in the Congress as well as within 
the administration. 

It has been a very strong, coherent set of policies, and of course 
we debate about them. I think it would be alarming if there were 
never any debate within an administration about important mat¬ 
ters. But they have gotten resolved and great headway has been 
made. 

Mr. Broomfield. Mr. Secretary, the Iran program was reborn ac¬ 
tually in early to mid-January of 1986 after apparently winding 
down in December of 1985 after Bud McFarlane’s unsuccessful trip 
to London to meet Ghorbanifar. 

You have testified, I believe, that you saw the President person¬ 
ally on this matter during January of 1986 in order to register your 
objection. 

You even, I believe, offered to resign at that time. 

Are you confident that you went far enough in attempting to 
persuade the President not to pursue this unwise program that was 
being promoted by the NSC staff and I am wondering should you 
have threatened to resign more forcefully at that time? 

Secretary Shultz. I don’t think that the President was in any 
doubt about my views, nor was he in any doubt about Secretary 
Weinberger’s views. So they were presented to him forcefully, fully. 
So I don’t know whether—I don’t think there are any more argu¬ 
ments I could have thought up. You said that I threatened to resign 
in January 1986. 

I didn’t threaten to resign—I don’t believe in threatening to 
resign. You resign, you don’t threaten to resign—at least that is 
the way it seems to me. 

The reason why—I think it was toward the end of 1985—that I 
suggested to the President that I ought to leave was the dispute 
that I was in with most of the people in the national security area 
and in the intelligence area over whether or not there should be 
widespread use of lie detector tests to apply to anybody in the Gov¬ 
ernment really, including vou, who has access to certain levels of 
classified information. And there was a great deal of unease with 
me as a result of that stand. 
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I haven’t changed my mind about that, I might say. So it is still 
a dispute. 

Mr. Broomfield. Mr. Secretary, the Iran arms sales have almost 
certainly resulted in just the kind of damage that you predicted. 
The Arab countries will further doubt our reliability and our other 
friends doubt our seriousness about terrorism and the Gulf war. 

Can the damage to the U.S. relations in the Arab world and to 
our policy on terrorism be remedied? 

Secretary Shultz. It has been remedied. I think we had a rough 
spot, but the basic validity of the President’s policies is shown by 
the fact that people have welcomed the fact that we continue to 
assert them and support them, and I used yesterday the example of 
the Venice summit and the statement about terrorism and the con¬ 
tinued work on that. So the policies stand and they go forward. 

Mr. Broomfield. Would the reflagging of the Kuwaiti ships also 
help in that regard? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, I think the—it is clear that we have 
stood by our responsibilities insofar as the Gulf area is concerned, 
and that is something that we have done for a long time and we 
are doing it. So people see that. We haven’t backed off. 

Mr. Broomfield. Are you comfortable with your position as Sec¬ 
retary of State following this process of self-examination that we 
have had? 

Secretary Shultz. Are you a psychiatrist or something? 

Mr. Broomfield. No, I was just curious. 

Secretary Shultz. You could charge big fees for this. 

Mr. Broomfield. I knov r . You have been so honest and candid, I 
just wondered if you had any information on that. Are you confi¬ 
dent that the new staff- 

Secretary Shultz. At Stanford, I told this story. Not too long ago 
they offered me a name chair and I said I was honored and delight¬ 
ed but when I get through with this job, I won’t be able to use a 
chair; did they have a couch. They don’t have a couch. Maybe that 
is what you are looking for. 

Mr. Broomfield. Are you confident the new staff of the NSC will 
not conduct foreign policy activities without your knowledge and 
approval, and I think that ought to be pointed out that President 
Reagan has taken steps to change the operation of the NSC follow¬ 
ing the problems we had with the Iran-Iraq war with Frank Car- 
lucci in there, and it is a whole new operation. I wish you would 
explain it and if you feel comfortable with that. 

Secretary Shultz. The President has recruited and brought into 
the White House in a brilliant way outstanding people, and I think 
the country is very lucky that Frank Carlucci, who has a real 
breadth of experience, is serving in the job of National Security 
Adviser, and General Powell, who is an extraordinary person, is his 
deputy, and others there, and of course, as the Chief of Staff in the 
White House, Howard Baker, is a sensational team. So they are 
very, very good people. 

There are structural issues, and I mentioned them yesterday. 
That is separate from the people. The people are outstanding, and 
I—and they are straight-up people on the top of the table. 

Mr. Broomfield. Do you think the fact that Bill Webster has 
been named Director of the CIA will also add to a better working 
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relationship now all around in this whole question of foreign 
policy? 

Secretary Shultz. He is an outstanding individual, and has 
taken hold quickly, and, at least for my perspective, does seem to 
agree that intelligence is one thing and policy is another, and they 
should be separated. So I am glad to see that. 

Mr. Broomfield. Am I correct in the new NSC policy there that 
they are not going to be involved in any covert activities anymore? 
Is tnat your understanding? 

Secretary Shultz. That is my understanding. 

Of course, covert activities are a necessary part of our activities. 
There are procedures for conducting them. We must have the abili¬ 
ty to do those things. And the process through which they get de¬ 
cided on and then administered is one that the President super¬ 
vises and the National Security Council staff takes apart in that 
process, so they won’t be totally out of the loop, but they won’t be 
conducting them. 

Mr. Broomfield. The operational end is what you are getting at? 

Secretary Shultz. The operational end. 

Mr. Broomfield. I couldn't agree with you more. I think that 
was probably the main problem once they got involved in the oper¬ 
ational, and did not include the Secretary of State and Defense, we 
ran into serious problems because we didn’t have the checks and 
balances we should have; isn’t that correct? 

Secretary Shultz. I believe that is correct. 

Mr. Broomfield. In early to mid ’85, certain NSC staff and the 
CIA analysts were promoting a reformulation of U.S. policy toward 
Iran, including the consideration of permitting arms sales by the 
United States and its allies. Both Bill Casey and Bud McFarlane 
apparently supported this shift in policy. Wno do you believe was 
actually behind this redirection of policy back- in ’85? 

Secretary Shultz. I don’t—I don’t think I can usefully speculate 
on that. There was an intelligence estimate and there was a draft 
NSDD, and I don’t know the extent to which that intelligence esti¬ 
mate has been declassified, so I am hesitant to talk about it. But I 
do think that estimate and the draft NSDD and the way the pro¬ 
posal was structured in relationship to the intelligence estimate 
showed there an interplay between intelligence and policy that il¬ 
lustrates the problem I have been talking about here. 

Mr. Broomfield. Mr. Secretary, did you ever take your disagree¬ 
ment with Bill Casey and Bud McFarlane over this policy to the 
President except that one time in January, I believe, of ’86? 

Secretary Shultz. I believe I testified yesterday that one of the 
reasons that I asked to be relieved of my job last August was my 
sense of unease about my relationships generally and my unease 
about my relationship to the Intelligence Community and my 
unease with the intelligence that was being provided. 

Mr. Broomfield. You were present at a November 10th meet¬ 
ing—in ’86—meeting with the President at the White House in 
which the President was briefed on the Iran program, but obvious¬ 
ly not the diversion, by Admiral Poindexter. 

The day after the President’s press conference on November 
19th, you met again with the President and Don Regan. By this 
time Director Casey and you had differing positions and you did 
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not agree with the story that the NSC and the CIA were patting 
out. 

Did you ever try to work out directly with the President the 
problems you were having with Director Casey? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, this was a period of—rather intense 
period with feist-moving events, and I met with the President a 
number of times and I think I have testified about that. I don’t 
want to retrace all that. 

But my focus was not so much on individuals as it was on sub¬ 
stance—the substance of what you are being told, I believe, was not 
accurate. 

Mr. Broomfield. Do you feel the President continued to rely too 
much on Bill Casey as a result? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, he was the Director of Central Intelli¬ 
gence, so naturally he has access more than any other individual to 
this immense and impressive flow of information and .to the analyt¬ 
ical capabilities that go with it. 

So you have to look to the Director of Central Intelligence as a 
principal person, without a doubt. That doesn’t mean that the in¬ 
telligence estimates can’t be challenged, and they were. 

For instance, I challenged the idea that Iran had dropped off in 
its use of terrorism. 

Mr. Broomfield. I am still troubled by your testimony yesterday 
that you have obviously been a very close friend of the President 
for some 20 years—at least you indicated yesterday—that you did 
not have the necessary influence with him, in other words, that 
you were not able to get to him. And I am just curious why you 
weren't able to see the President at any time, if you were so dis¬ 
turbed at what was developing on the Iran arms sales. 

Secretary Shultz. I think I could see the President any time I 
wanted and I saw the President a great deal, and I’m sure if I, as I 
did one Sunday morning, called him up and said, Mr. President, I 
have something I need to see you about, and he said come on 
over—I had no problem with access to the President. 

I used that access very sparingly because he is a very busy 
person. 

Mr. Broomfield. In retrospect, don’t you feel you could have 
been more forceful? Why weren’t you more forceful at an earlier 
date? Maybe you could have headed off some of this. 

Secretary Shultz. I was present at the meetings in December 
and January when Secretary Weinberger and I expressed our views. 
I’m sure you will hear Secretary Weinberger. But I thought he was 
very forceful and I thought I was forceful, too. We didn't sit there 
and say, there's five arguments this way and four arguments that 
way. We were arguing. 

So if your point is that the President was in some doubt about 
our views, your point is wrong. 

Mr. Broomfield. I am more concerned about who had the most 
influence. 

Why didn’t you have more influence with the President? That is 
what disturbs me the most. Apparently he was relying on Bill 
Casey. 

Secretary Shultz. Well, I think the President was relying on 
himself. You seem to miss the point that the President is a very 
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decisive person, and he viewed all this and he made a decision, 
which he is perfectly entitled to make. 

I don’t—as Secretary of State, I don’t think I—just because I 
think something I should get my way all the time. You can’t—it is 
the President that gets his way, and it is up to people who are serv¬ 
ing him, if they are serving him well, to De sure he is exposed to 
the points of view that can be brought to bear and the arguments 
and the risks and so on. And I think that was done. 

Mr. Broomfield. Were you ever denied the ability to meet with 
the President when you considered it necessary? 

Secretary Shultz. Never. And I think the President—I am sure 
he respects my views and listens to them, and I think I have won a 
few, but I dornt win all the arguments. 

You can’t expect to win all the arguments. Do you win all the 
arguments in Congress? 

Mr. Broomfield. Absolutely not, I have been in the minority for 
21 years. You know we haven’t been in control of this House since 
1952. 

Mr. Secretary, I have one other question here I would like to ask 
you. Do you agree with the premise that once the Soviet Union 
learned from these hearings that there wasn’t a smoking gun that 
would bring down the President, they began to get interested, and I 
might say real interested, in our new proposal for arms control 
which was announced a few days ago? 

Secretary Shultz. I don’t have the slightest idea what the rea¬ 
soning in the Kremlin was. 

Mr. Broomfield. Well, can you tell us anything about their new 
initiatives that apparently have been announced, that they are 
looking more favorably upon the recent U.S. proposal? 

Secretary Shultz. It is not a recent U.S. proposal. It is a proposal 
the President made in '81. And we have been struggling to first get 
people to give it credibility around here—many people criticize the 
President for his zero proposal as being unrealistic, and he has 
been battling away for it ever since. And maybe we are about to 
get there. I hope so. 

Mr. Broomfield. One of the purposes of this particular panel is 
obviously to get all the facts. This is not a court, and we are not 
trying people, that is all going to be done by the Independent Coun¬ 
sel, and obviously there nave been a lot of mistakes, but one of the 
things some of us hope will come from, these particular hearings 
are possible discussions for legislative proposals that will help the 
conditions, that we don’t get into it like we have in the past. 

Do you believe it would be reasonable to ask the President to 
notify at least the four leaders of Congress about serious and very 
important covert activities; in other words, one of the problems is 
the question of leaks; in other words, the administration doesn’t 
trust Congress and Congress doesn’t trust the administration. How 
can we start rebuilding this confidence—because we have get to ob¬ 
viously, in my judgment, provide some kind of forum where there 
isn’t secrets—even the most serious secrets or important secrets of 
our country ought to be discussed at least with the leadership on 
both the House and Senate. How do you feel about that? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, I believe as a general proposition in a 
system of separation of powers, as I said yesterday, which the other 



105 


side of the coin of that is it is a system of shared powers that the 
process of sharing is hard and needs to be worked at, and there is 
no way to make a formula about it. It depends on people talking to 
each other and working with each other and having some respect 
for the mutual functions that are to be performed. 

For the most part, everything is open and should be. That is our 
system. You are focusing on a certain class of activities that cannot 
be open, and everybody agrees they cannot be open, and how do we 
keep each other informed about that in a manner that keeps the 
activities secret? And it is a problem that we haven’t solved yet, 
and partly I imagine there will be some proposals that you will 
make that are perhaps statutory, or something of that kind. But I 
think it probably comes down in the end to people working togeth¬ 
er. There has—you cannot have a system in which the President is 
required to notify people before he acts in all cases. It won’t work. 

I gave an example yesterday of the President’s action in ordering 
our Navy planes that were on a carrier in the Mediterranean to 
find that, the plane, which they were able to do, that had terrorists 
on it and force it to land. And this was a very rapid set of events in 
which I might say that the system of intelligence, State, Defense, 
NSC staff working with the President—he happened to be travel¬ 
ing at the time, which made it especially difficult, but it worked 
very well, and the President was quick and decisive, and there was 
no way there could have been consultation with f he Congress on 
something like that. 

But, of course, it happened fast and it was over, and then fully 
described, and I don’t think anybody would have any reason to 
question that procedure. It worked quite well. 

Now, I think there are also occasions where you—where the 
President probably will feel he must reserve a right to move inde¬ 
pendently, but what kind of restrictions in time and what not, I 
think that needs to be talked out, and I understand that though I 
haven’t been involved in it that there have been some very fruitful 
discussions between Intelligence Committees and the new Director 
of Central Intelligence. 

Mr. Broomfield. Yes. 

Secretary Shultz. And I believe Mr. Carlucci has been involved 
in them, and it has been going along in constructive ways, so I will 
leave it there. 

Mr. Broomfield. That is my understanding. The administration 
is addressing this by working very closely with the proper commit¬ 
tees and the leadership of the Congress. When you became Secre¬ 
tary of State, you met with your security officers every day for over 
a year, I guess, to improve security practices. What can Congress 
do to improve its security practices and better assure the executive 
that we can also keep a secret? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, that’s for you to debate. 

Mr. Broomfield. Yes. 

Secretary Shultz. I think—there used to be a saying in World 
War II: “Loose lips sink ships.” Remember? We should get up some 
current version of that. 

Mr. Broomfield. Well, thank you very much. 

Chairman Inouye. Senator Cohen. 

Mr. Cohen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Secretary, I want to say the testimony you gave yesterday, I 
think, was the most extraordinary I have heard during my 15 years 
of service in Congress. I think that all of us are aware there is ideo¬ 
logical struggles, and personality clashes and turf battles are about 
as old as the Constitution, but I think you shed some light on a 
level of conflict many of us could only speculate actually existed. 

I think I would like to point out a lot of emphasis is being placed 
on the need for men and women of action in public service, and 
indeed we need them, but we also need men and women of wisdom. 
So I think you provide a rare and a real combination of those two 
characteristics. 

I would like to ask you, first of all, whether or not the State De¬ 
partment has any Farsi speakers? 

Secretary Shultz. Oh, yes. Mr. Dunbar, for example, that I men¬ 
tioned I believe was one of the hostages in Tehran, as a matter of 
fact. 

Mr. Cohen. Actually, he happens to be from Maine. He comes 
from Maine, Senator Mitchell advises me, so we have a Maine con¬ 
nection there. So we don’t have to rely upon— 

Secretary Shultz. As Maine goes, so goes the nation. 

Mr. Cohen. We don’t have to rely upon the talents of Albert 
Hakim in order to carry on translation of policy on the part of the 
United States? 

Secretary Shultz. It is a very bad idea for the United States to 
have an international meeting where we rely on somebody else’s 
interpreter. We need to have—if we have a meeting, for example, 
with Mr. Gorbachev, as we did in Reykjavik, we not only had our 
interpreter there but we had our notetaker there who was a Rus¬ 
sian speaker. So he heard the Russian and then he heard the trans¬ 
lation of the Russian, and he could compare them. So you have to 
be very careful, if you are in a negotiation, to have somebody who 
is really a good translator, and it is a skill. It is much more than 
just knowing two languages. 

Mr. Cohen. All I was trying to get at, Mr. Secretary, is we have 
Farsi speakers in the State Department available to conduct nego¬ 
tiations? 

Secretary Shultz. Yes, of course. We have an outstanding inter¬ 
pretation group there. 

Mr. Cohen. You mentioned yesterday the Battle Royal that took 
place in November of 1986, and I believe you indicated the partici¬ 
pants were Admiral Poindexter, and I believe Director Casey. Ear¬ 
lier in your testimony, in December of 1985, you indicated you 
thought that Donald Regan was really sort of on your side and that 
of Secretary Weinberger. 

I take it that following December, sometime in January, 1986, 
Mr. Regan tended to side with the President on the issue as to 
whether to go forward, is that correct? 

Secretary Shultz. What I testified to was that in the meeting in 
January, where Secretary Weinberger and I argued against this 
initiative, that it seemed to me fill of the other people in the room, 
which included Mr. Regan, had a different view, but I don’t remem¬ 
ber precisely what he said or if he said anything, but that was the 
impression I got. 
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Mr. Cohen. Let me go back to the Battle Royal then. In Novem¬ 
ber of 1986, did the people who were urging you to sing this false 
song to the American public about what had happened include just 
Admiral Poindexter and Director Casey, or were there others who 
were urging you to come on board or get off the ship, one or the 
other? Did it include Mr. Regan, for example, did it include the At¬ 
torney General, did it include Secretary Weinberger? Who else was 
involved in that royal battle? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, there were a lot of people outside the 
Government who were after my scalp, which people are always 
after my scalp. There is not much left of it up here. 

Mr. Cohen. That has been true since you have been here, 
though. 

Secretary Shultz. I am used to that. 

Mr. Cohen. On that day or those days when you were debating 
the issue of not going forward or letting the President go out on 
the stage and give a speech to the American people with incorrect 
or indeed false information, who was waging that battle against 
you or with you? 

Secretary Shultz. I was in favor right from the beginning of full 
disclosure of the facts. So I wasn't opposed to the idea of a Presi¬ 
dential speech or press conference or anything, although I think 
there was obviously a need for a better assessment. It was more a 
question of what was the content. That was the problem as I saw 
it. 

Mr. Cohen. Well, were you the only person arguing during that 
debate that the contents should be changed? Were there other 
people, allies, on your side to say, “Mr. President, you can't go out 
with information like this and present this to the American 
people”? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, I don’t know. I just am able to testify 
about what I did, and what other people may have done- 

Mr. Cohen. Who else was there? 

Secretary Shultz. — I don’t know. 

Mr. Cohen. Who else was there? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, at the meetings, I had my own meeting 
with the President on the afternoon, I think, before he had his 
press conference, and I expressed myself, I forget who was there, 
either the—Mr. Poindexter was there, Admiral Poindexter or his 
deputy, who by that time was A1 Keel, but somebody was always 
there when I met with the President, and I believe Don Regan may 
have been there. Don Regan was present in the family corridors 
when I had a lengthy meeting with the President on it. I preferred 
to have somebody present. 

Mr. Cohen. Did Director Casey suggest that you resign if you 
couldn’t support the position that we all unanimously supported, 
the initiative so-called? 

Secretary Shultz. Not that I knew of. I didn’t know of anybody 
going to tne President and saying that he should fire me other 
than what you have read in the papers about the advice he might 
have been getting from people outside the Government. 

Mr. Cohen. Are you now aware that Director Casey actually 
wrote to the President suggesting he needed a new pitcher? 

Secretary Shultz. Yes, I have seen that letter. 
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Mr. Cohen. A PROF note was written by Colonel North to Admi¬ 
ral Poindexter indicating the colonel had called President Arias of 
Costa Rica threatening to cut off economic assistance in the event 
a press conference was held to disclose the existance of an airstrip, 
and Admiral Poindexter wrote back on his PROF’s computer 
system, “Well done, but let’s keep it a secret.” Or “You did the 
right thing”, I think, are the exact words, “You did the right thing, 
but let's not talk about it.” 

Do you think it is appropriate under any circumstances to have a 
staff member of the NSC to be calling the head of a State to 
engage in that kind of a threat? 

Secretary Shultz. Certainly not. But I am not even sure that 
phone call was actually made. 

Mr. Cohen. It wasn’t. The fact is it was not made. The question I 
raise is under any circumstances would it be warranted and 
should it be condoned if it had been placed? 

Secretary Shultz. No. 

Mr. Cohen. Now, I think we all have something of a difficulty in 
terms of trying to analyze what happened between December 5 of 
1985 and January 6 of 1986. The testimony we have heard before 
indicates, for example, both you and Secretary Weinberger felt that 
somehow, to put it graphically, the baby had been strangled in the 
cradle, someone testified to that before the Intelligence Committee, 
and 3Vz weeks later the baby is alive again, and it seems to me 
there is one word that keeps bringing this child back to life, and 
that is “hostages.” The President apparently insists that the Irani¬ 
an initiative be invoked like some sort of a mantra. But the fact is 
it comes down in your mind to the bottom line, which was hos¬ 
tages. 

I think we have learned that the President is very passionate, a 
compassionate man, and he cared about their well-being. I think he 
and Director Casey either suspected or knew Bill Buckley had been 
tortured to death. He met with families of the hostages shortly 
before Christmas, Colonel North urged that we continue working 
with Mr. Ghorbanifar or the hostages would die. The Israelis sent 
an emissary to persuade us to continue, again arguing the same 
message, and all of that tended to culminate in that January 6 de¬ 
cision. 

And I think you would agree with most of us I think in this com¬ 
mittee, if the hostages were not the driving force of the so-called 
Iranian Initiative that the President probably would have told Mr. 
Ghorbanifar to take a steam bath in Baghdad, I assume. Is that not 
right? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, no. I tliink that—let’s leave Mr. Ghor¬ 
banifar out of it. 

Mr. Cohen. Well, he is important. Take the hostages out. 

Secretary Shultz. If there were a way of having a discussion 
with the Government of Iran that would bring about a change in 
their behavior and the change in the relationship between Iran 
and the United States, we would want to do that, and we continued 
to work at that, so I don’t think—I think that is independent. 

Mr. Cohen. Mr. Secretary, if the hostages- 

Secretary Shultz. That is what the- 



109 


Mr. Cohen. If the hostages were not involved, could you conceive 
of the President agreeing to sell arms to the Iranians in order to 
open up a “new dialog with the Iranians”? 

Secretary Shultz. I obviously felt that such a thing was very ill- 
advised, and my guess is that—well, I don’t know why, I can’t spec¬ 
ulate about it. 

I don’t think it’s the kind of price that we should pay. There is 
no reason to pay a price. 

Mr. Cohen. Mr. Secretary, the Tower Commission is rather criti¬ 
cal, or at least implicitly critical, that you and Secretary Weinberg¬ 
er, having voiced a very strong objection, had a further obligation 
to go to the President and indicate you could not support the pro¬ 
gram in good conscience. 

I think you indicated yesterday that one of the reasons you— 
after January 6th or at feast January 16th of 1986—turned away 
and said, you know my position and I'm strongly opposed to it, just 
keep me apprised of major policy developments. 

The question will arise, when you knew, for example, that Mr. 
McFarlane was going to have a meeting in Tehran, should there 
not have been some State Department participation in that ven¬ 
ture? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, I didn’t know about Mr. McFarlane’s 
trip to Tehran before it occurred. 

Mr. Cohen. And had you known, would you have insisted? 

Secretary Shultz. What I did know, however, was that in Febru¬ 
ary sometime—the date is in the record—Admiral Poindexter in¬ 
formed me that through the process of discussion that was going on 
and which I recognized was going on, it seemed that an agreement 
had been reached in which there would be a high-level meeting, 
and he put a lot of emphasis on the idea the Iranians want a high- 
level meeting, someone who clearly is dose to the President and 
recognized as a major figure, to discuss this broad relationship, and 
when that takes place the hostages would be released. 

And I said wonderful, congratulations if that worked out. But I 
said I would like to see instructions, written instructions, and he 
told me that Mr. McFarlane had been suggested for—picked for 
that mission. 

So as a result of that, I guess—or perhaps they were doing it 
anyway—some Terms of Reference were drawn up, written Terms of 
Reference, which I reviewed. And I felt that they were fine. 

Then I learned in March—the middle of March sometime, Admi¬ 
ral Poindexter told me that the—it had evolved into a desire to 
meet on an island in the Gulf, and in the back and forth I had the 
impression from him Mr. McFarlane had been quite reluctant at 
that time to get involved, the whole thing had fallen apart and 
been scrubbed. 

Mr. Cohen. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 

I would like to just offer a couple of observations. 

I first want to thank you for bringing the hearings back into 
focus. I think your testimony confirms that this is not a story about 
tires or security fences and it’s more than one about smoking guns 
or choking shredders. 

I think it’s a story, in the final analysis, about power—who has 
it, in what measure and how it’s to be exercised. 
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I think it’s clear from our discussions you believe this, as well, 
the Founding Fathers decided that power necessarily had to be en¬ 
trusted to someone, but that no one could be trusted with power. 

Secretary Shultz. It had to be distributed. But there must be 
power to act. If we don’t have the ability to act as a country, we 
are in deep trouble. 

Mr. Cohen. Let me just finish my observations, Mr. Secretary. 

Secretary Shultz. Excuse me. 

Mr. Cohen. I think they found history and experience taught 
them power that was unchecked led ta its arrogant use and inevita¬ 
ble abuse, and so they diffused it, they deliberately diffused it and 
set up these institutional checks and balances. 

And I think that, yes, we need people who can conduct action 
and take action and cut through red tape and cut through the bu¬ 
reaucracy, but the fact is that speed of action was never the abso^ 
lute goal of democracy, because a king is faster than a congress¬ 
man on any given day. 

They decided the nature of a democracy should be debate, delib¬ 
eration, discussion and even dissent, so that the leaders might at 
least have the opportunity to act wisely, rather than quickly or 
passionately. 

And I think it’s clear, at least to me, that the President’s deci¬ 
sion to include arms as a part of the package to establish this new 
relationship and obtain the release of hostages came over the 
strong objection of its two top foreign and military defense policy 
advisers, and no one, no one on this committee can challenge the 
President’s sentiments or motives. 

I think it’s clear—if it was not clear then, it is now—that he 
made a mistake and that his heart overruled his head. 

But I think it's also clear—I want to say this myself, at least— 
that the American people do not want to see him pilloried or politi¬ 
cally paralyzed for being human. They simply want—and I think 
they deserve—an acknowledgement of the truth. 

As you pointed out, it is one thing for a President to make a mis¬ 
take; it is quite another for others to exercise the power for him. 

To me—I have said this before—the most serious revelation we 
have had during these hearings is the fact we were selling Ameri¬ 
can property, at grossly inflated' prices, taking the windfall profits 
and diverting a portion of those profits not to the U.S. Treasury, 
but for a purpose that was not authorized by Congress, setting up a 
fund whereby future covert activities could be conducted without 
the knowledge perhaps of the Congress, perhaps not even the Presi¬ 
dent himself, and that is not a constitutional form of government 
that was celebrated last week in Philadelphia, and that is not what 
we want to leave as a legacy to the generations that come after us. 

Now, a couple of people nave raised the question about the cost 
of these hearings. I think that when we do so, we have to weigh it 
against the price of preserving a constitutional government. If we 
are willing to spend $100 million to promote democracy in Central 
America, I think we can spend a small fraction of that amount to 
make sure that we preserve democratic principles in our country. 

I came across an essay written back in 1933 that I think has 
some applicability today. It said any administration which has ex¬ 
ercised as much power as this one needs criticism for its own good, 
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it needs to hear the objections, it needs the clarification which 
comes from having to explain what it’s doing, it needs protection 
from its own courtiers, from the delusions of its own unexamined 
premises, from the conceit that sooner or later afflicts the human 
animal when everybody around him says yes; it needs, in short, a 
series of great debates in which the principles and measures it is 
using are thoroughly aired, thoroughly questioned and thoroughly 
explained. And if fresh debates are provoked, it will do the country 
a great service. 

I think these debates are, in fact, doing the country a great serv¬ 
ice. 

I thank you, as Secretary, for being willing to provoke and par¬ 
ticipate in these debates. 

Secretary Shultz. Could I make just one comment, and I appreci¬ 
ate your very thoughtful comments. But going back to your com¬ 
ments about the President’s decision and my opposition and Secre¬ 
tary Weinberger’s opposition, with all due respect to debate and so 
forth, there also has to be a capacity for decision and action, and 
it's the combination that we look for. And with respect to the in¬ 
sides of the Executive Branch, I think we all have to keep remind¬ 
ing ourselves that the President is the guy who got elected. 

Mr. Cohen. Exactly. 

Secretary Shultz. And I am an appointee of his who has gone 
through a rigorous process leading to nomination and a rigorous 
process of examination by the Senate, and I am accountable and I 
am here and all that. But nevertheless the President is the boss. 
I’m very clear about that and I seem to recall some story, I think it 
was about President Lincoln, wasn’t it? who took a poll of his cabi¬ 
net and he was in favor of something and everybody else was 
against it. He said nays, eight, ayes, one, the ayes have it, or some¬ 
thing like that. The President is the boss, and he should be. And 
you have to respect that. 

Mr. Cohen. We’re in complete agreement, the President is the 
boss. I think you spoke eloquently yesterday about not only his 
power to decide but also his responsibility to remain accountable 
for that decision. That’s what the hearings are about, the account¬ 
ability which you talked about so well yesterday. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Hamilton. The Chair recognizes Mr. Cheney. 

Mr. Cheney. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Secretary. Welcome 
before the committee this morning. 

Thinking about your years of service and your resume and the 
fact that you worked for I believe the Eisenhower, Nixon and 
Reagan administrations and I know personally that you undertook 
sensitive diplomatic missions during the Ford administration for 
President Ford so that in effect, you’ve served every Republican 
President of the last four, over a total of about 30 years, is that 
correct? 

Secretary Shultz. That’s correct. I also was asked to chair a task 
force on the employment service and such things by President Ken¬ 
nedy, and the White House Task Force on employment or unem¬ 
ployment problems in our inner cities by President Johnson, a task 
force whose recommendations led to the Jobs Program. So I have 
had an association with those administrations as well. 
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Mr. Cheney. The point would be that you clearly have the cre¬ 
dentials to help us in our task of trying to place these events in a 
broader perspective and frankly, Mr. Secretary, one of the things 
that concerns me about these proceedings is that we develop sort of 
a hothouse atmosphere. We’ve got the television cameras and the 
TV lights and the best reporters in the business, and some of the 
most distinguished Members of Congress focused on these series of 
events, but it’s sort of a mutually reenforcing kind of an operation. 
There’s a strong incentive on the part of both groups to dramatize 
these events, they are important events, I don’t mean to downplay 
them at all, but sometimes our intense focus upon the problem 
we’re analyzing I think obscures some relevant comparisons if you 
will to other periods of time or other events in other administra¬ 
tions, and what I’d like to do if I can is focus a little bit on that 
today and with your advice and counsel, see if it isn’t possible to 
maybe bring perspective to these events. 

It is tentative for us to talk about a grave constitutional crisis. 
Some of my colleagues are fond of saying this is the worst thing 
that has happened in this case since Watergate, and I mus* say I 
have trouble with those arguments, the notion that this is a crisis 
strikes me as inappropriate. If it ever was a crisis it ended last De¬ 
cember when the President put an end to those policies that are 
under investigation here and as to the extent we are focused on en¬ 
forcing the Boland Amendment, we have to remind ourselves peri¬ 
odically that the Congress repealed that law over a year ago. I look 
at the arguments about Watergate which some of my colleagues on 
this committee are fond of pulling out as a relevant analogy, and I 
must say I don’t see any relevant comparison at all. I think the 
analogy is grossly overdone, but you served in the Nixon adminis¬ 
tration and went through those difficult years as well, and I just 
wonder if you would agree with my judgment that what we have 
here is a radically different set of circumstances and not a political 
crime, but rather fundamental disputes over policy and whatever 
the motives of the individuals involved might have been, and 
whether we agree or disagree with their policies it is clear that it 
was a policy struggle, not a struggle for domestic political advan¬ 
tage if you will, and it’s also clear this President responded very 
aggressively when he found he had a problem, and contrary to run¬ 
ning the so-called coverup that was part of the Watergate incident, 
this President has done anything but that. He has made available 
even his own diary to the members of this committee, appointed 
the Tower Commission, cooperated in every single respect with our 
activities. 

I wonder if you might comment based on your perspective of 
your service over the years, whether or not you think that analogy 
is appropriate. 

Secretary Shultz. I believe that the Watergate problems were 
not so much about the burglary as they were about the cover up. 
That was the essence of the Watergate problem. In this case we 
had a set of events involving an initiative toward Iran that were 
undertaken, broadly speaking, given the Finding that we know 
about with attention to proper legality. And something happened 
in the course of that by way of fund diversion, which the President 
didn’t know about. And as the events started to tumble out and 
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then especially when the President and—the President set in 
motion a very quick investigation by the Attorney General as he 
began to sense that something was wrong very quickly, and then 
when he found something was definitely wrong he put it out imme¬ 
diately, and has gone in just the opposite direction of a cover up. 

It was—you have been inundated with materials, and to 
some extent I think some of the materials that have been put in 
the hands of the congressional committees, it is unwise to do it. But 
at any rate, the President has gone all out to see that all of the 
facts are available, and I think it’s to his everlasting credit, that 
was his immediate instinct. 

I think as a matter of fact with a great deal of—has been re¬ 
vealed by these investigations and I personally have been aston¬ 
ished at some of the things that have come out. 

But the basic structure of what happened, the Iran initiative, the 
distortion and the fund diversion, that was brought out long ago, 
and I think that that is the essential set of facts, and that remains 
what you have before you, is to find out why did that happen and 
who knew about it and all that. 

But the basic facts were set out at the President’s direction in 
November. 

Mr. Cheney. And the evidence that the committee has uncovered 
so far and we have indeed reviewed massive amounts of evidence 
basically supports the story that he has told all along. 

I want to move on—yesterday you were, I thought, fascinating in 
your description of the debate, the struggles within the administra¬ 
tion over policy and we all know that those debates and struggles 
are perhaps extraordinary in this case, but they occur in every ad¬ 
ministration and obviously one of the historic, certainly a trend or 
a theme if you will, that you can find in virtually any administra¬ 
tion in recent years are disputes between the NSC staff and the 
State Department or between the Secretary of State and the Presi¬ 
dent’s NSC Adviser. 

Can you comment upon the proposition that this is not a new set 
of problems? I recall the Brzezinski-Vance battles of the Carter 
years and certainly the struggles between Secretary Rogers and 
National Security Adviser Kissinger in the Nixon administration 
were legendary—books have been written on the subject. 

Can you compare the kind of policy disputes you described yes¬ 
terday with those other debates? 

Secretary Shultz. I do recall Secretary Kissinger saying that he 
thought Secretary Vance wanted to have the National Security Ad¬ 
viser explain American foreign policy to the Chinese one at a time. 

Mr. Cheney. That was not meant as a compliment, I take it. 

Secretary Shultz. Well, there are these disputes, and there have 
been disputes in the Reagan administration. 

Of course, when there is an argument about something, that 
tends to become the focus of attention. But one of the points that I 
tried to get across yesterday, and I don’t know that I succeeded 
very well, but it is that there has been a strong, successful, broadly 
supported foreign policy in place that has had the strength that 
comes from continuity, and a great deal of accomplishment, that I 
think all Americans can feel good about. 
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So that in a sense most of the time things are going forward in a 
good way; arguments around the edges and so on, but nevertheless, 
a lot of progress, and I gave some examples yesterday, and I think 
in response to Congressman Broomfield’s question we see one right 
in front of us in the possibility of a major agreement that people 
generally support in the arms control field, and there are lots of ex¬ 
amples. Ana they are very strong, but when there is something 
comes up that people argue about, then everyone focuses on that 
and we shouldn’t think that because we focus on the arguments 
that everything is argued about. It isn’t. 

And I believe that is true also in most administrations. 

Mr. Cheney. Let me state it a different way. Why should the 
committee reviewing the Iran-Contra affair believe that the events 
you described yesterday are any different fundamentally than the 
kinds of conflicts that occur from time to time in administrations 
over policy between the State Department and the NSC? 

Secretary Shultz. There was a particular operational role that 
was undertaken by the staff of the National Security Council that 
was in a sense not knowable—that is, it was hard for anybody to 
find out about it. 

So it became sort of unaccountable. And I think what that does 
is it causes you to say how do we design our procedures so that if 
some operation is undertaken, it is undertaken by people who are 
accountable in a kind of formal sense, as it has been developed in 
our system of government. 

And if you have a staff group with all the merits in the world, 
but it is unaccountable and can do things and nobody is able to 
find out about them, then you have to say to yourself I think, and 
the Tower Board did say, that the National Security Council staff 
shouldn’t be undertaking things of this kind. 

Now I think it would be a mistake, however, to lay down some 
absolutely flat rule, because I am sure there will be times when it 
is the judgment of the President, perhaps in concert with his other 
advisers that here is an occasion when it could be very useful to 
have the National Security Adviser go do something or other, but 
it ought to be gone about in such a manner. 

But I think you don’t want to lay down flat rules about it. I 
think that is the problem, but in the course of reviewing these mat¬ 
ters, it seem to me as I said yesterday, there are some other things 
that at least loom in my mind, and one is the—I think—necessity, 
and I would be all in favor of a good, flat rule on this—of separat¬ 
ing the function of providing intelligence and analyzing what we 
have and so on, from the functions of policy. 

Mr. Cheney. Let's focus on that point for a minute. 

Your testimony yesterday on Director Casey was obviously of in¬ 
terest to those of us who serve on the Intelligence Committee, too. 

Would it—again to turn it around a little bit and to try to ex¬ 
plain why he felt apparently so strongly about this and why he 
became an advocate of the program to recover the hostages. Do you 
think that was tied in any way to the fact of his concern over Mr. 
Buckley? 

Here we have one of the hostages, not a man who voluntarily 
went to Lebanon over the objections and against the advice of this 
government, but because the Government sent him to serve in 
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what has to be one of the most dangerous posts in the world, our 
CIA Station Chief in Beirut—a man who spent his career in the 
clandestine service of his nation, and I don’t find it surprising that 
the Agencv or people in the Agency and Mr. Casey would feel very 
strongly about the importance of trying to recover, if you will, free¬ 
dom for one of our own. 

Secretary Shultz. Absolutely, and I share completely his con¬ 
cern, not only about Mr. Buckley, but other Americans who are 
taken hostage, and we need to work in a strong, intense way to do 
something about our hostages. 

But I think we have learned from all this, I hope it has sunk in, 
that there are some things that are not a good idea to do. It is not 
a good idea to publicize and make it clear to those who hold the 
hostages that there is practically nothing we wouldn’t do to get 
them released. 

That is counterproductive. 

Mr. Cheney. I would agree. 

Secretary Shultz. Ana if you pay for hostages, you just encour¬ 
age taking more of them and so on. 

There are certain things, and I think all of this has probably use¬ 
fully driven those lessons home- 

Mr. Cheney. Without concurring with the policy, I think it is 
clearly possible though to say it is understandable why people took 
the position they did. 

Secretary Shultz. Of course, and we should. 

Mr. Cheney. On another point, you talk about the operational 
role of the NSC and I am inclined to agree with you, that oper¬ 
ations at the NSC are generally a bad idea, but it is a well estab¬ 
lished pattern also in government that Presidents become frustrat¬ 
ed with the bureaucracy, that they and their staffs oftentimes for a 
variety of reasons, as time passes, find it increasingly necessary in 
order to achieve their objectives or they think in order to get 
things done in a timely fashion that they have to reach out into 
departments and agencies and bring things into the White House 
that might not otherwise get done, and sometimes this happens be¬ 
cause, as you mentioned in your quote attributed to Henry Kissin¬ 
ger, the Department seems to be concerned primarily by negotiat¬ 
ing while the White House is primarily concerned with completing 
the negotiations. We find turf battles among Cabinet Members. 

Is it possible, for example, if you get two Cabinet Members at log¬ 
gerheads on policy unable to agree on major issues that rather 
than continuing to hammer away at trying to reach agreement 
within Cabinet councils, that the staff and the President decided 
they want to proceed down a different track without involving these 
individuals? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, I think if there are legitimate disputes, 
and I think the basic things that are debated about are legitimate, 
they are substantive matters of importance and they get debated, 
ana in such a case it is up to the President to decide, and then 
people take that decision. And I believe it is also a mistake to think 
that the only times the President needs to make a decision is when 
he sees there is a dispute. 

It may very well be that there is something that people in the 
Cabinet all agree on, but the President has a different idea. So he 
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needs to see the flow of things, including the things that people 
may be agreeing on, and look at them himself. 

But he is the—he is the final arbiter of these things. 

Mr. Cheney. I see my time has expired. 

Mr. Secretary, I would like to thank you for some fascinating tes¬ 
timony. It has been very helpful to the purposes of the committee. 

Thank you. 

Chairman Inouye. Senator Heflin. 

Mr. Heflin. Mr. Secretary, let me first commend you for the re¬ 
lationship of your attorney and you in your presentation of your 
testimony. I am accustomed to being in a courtroom, and generally 
it would be rare indeed for an attorney to be able to whisper into 
the ear of his client or witness and to do so during the course of 
examination or cross-examination; however, our rules do allow it and 
I am not critical of the fact that this has occurred. It makes it a 
little unusual as to whether or not the testimony comes from the 
witness or whether he is being a parrot. It is one of those things 
of—would you like to introduce our counsel who is not with you 
but who has occasionally passed you a note. 

I think it has been a refreshing thing to see the relationship of 
you and your attorney today. Would you like to introduce him? 

Secretary Shultz. I assume you’re speaking about Libby Kiefer 
here, a member of Judge Sofaer’s legal office. And this is Judge 
Sofaer. You don’t have to worry; if Judge Sofaer thinks that he 
should get into my mind, I’ll hear from him. 

Mr. Heflin. I think it is refreshing. There is nothing wrong and 
I don’t criticize it, but every now and then some of the attorneys 
have grabbed their clients, jerked on their arms and gone into con¬ 
tortions to get to their ears, then it sort of at times looks like the 
interaction of the attorney and the lawyer resembles the contor¬ 
tions of a wrestling match on TV. Anyway, we are delighted that 
this relationship is here. 

There are some things that trouble me. One is the decision that 
was made relative to the visit to Iran by Mr. McFarlane and Colo¬ 
nel North and others in May of 1986, I believe it was, and there 
was no question that for them to go was a courageous thing, that 
life could have well been in a real serious situation; and that they 
testified, as others have testified, that they took preparations to the 
fact that they could have taken their own lives if they could have 
and if it had become necessary. 

What worries me was that the selection of these two, certainly 
Mr. McFarlane, with certain knowledge of the entire activity per¬ 
taining to the National Security Council, were sent, and I am re¬ 
minded also that about that time, we had had the experience con¬ 
cerning Mr. Buckley of the CIA—I just wondered what type of 
crisis we might have been gambling with in the event that Mr. 
McFarlane and Mr. North would have been taken as hostages on 
those events, at that time? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, it would have obviously presented us 
with very serious problems. 

Mr. Heflin. Well, I just- 

Secretary Shultz. I mean, what are you getting at? 
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Mr. Heflin. High-level officials like that, it almost presents a 
crisis of where you are almost required to take some very strong 
affirmative action. Could it have resulted in a war? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, I don't want to speculate about it. Clear¬ 
ly, if Iran had detained them we would have wanted to do some¬ 
thing about it, but just what and so on, I don’t want to speculate 
about. 

Mr. Heflin. Well, since Terry Waite has been taken as a hos¬ 
tage, it causes me concern as to whether or not it was more of a 
gamble than we might have thought of at that particular time. 

Let me ask you- 

Secretary Shultz. They felt that they were there, I guess—I 
don’t know, I wasn’t part of the decision to send them there, but 
they must have felt that they were there more or less at the invita¬ 
tion of the Government of Iran, so that is a little different than 
wandering around on your own hook. 

Mr. Heflin. Well, I hope- 

Secretary Shultz. There are some French diplomats that 
thought they were there with the Government in the proper way; 
they are having their troubles. It is an erratic regime. 

Mr. Heflin. Let me ask you now about the suggestion that was 
contemplated by some of the people that the dialogue between the 
so-called moderate elements in Iran and the groups that were deal¬ 
ing with them from America might have proceeded to the point of 
where they could have had a mini-summit involving possibly the 
Vice President and the Speaker of the House or Speaker of Parlia¬ 
ment in Iran. Are there problems with that type of approach from 
your viewpoint? 

Secretary Shultz. These seem to be sort of fantasizing by people 
about how things might go, trying to construct how a relationship 
might evolve, but certainly if a relationship evolves with a country 
with which we don’t have one, it would undoubtedly take place 
through a series of steps that involve some diplomatic contact that 
probably would not be visible, and understandings reached with a 
gradual engagement of people at a higher level. And so you tend to 
see that kind of evolution, so I think that if we—when there comes 
the time, and I believe there will come a time, it is sort of inevita¬ 
ble, as I was saying yesterday, because of the strategic situation, 
that the U.S.-Iranian relationship will change. It will probably go 
through some sort of process that winds up with a high-level ex¬ 
change of some sort. 

Mr. Heflin. The process that you are speaking about normally 
includes the Department of State and their officials or there’re 
dangers of getting outside of a process of using the Department of 
State in the evolving of that type of process. 

Secretary Shultz. That is the business of the Department of 
State. That is what you put it there for, to conduct diplomacy, and 
there are a lot of skills there and institutional memory and so on 
to do it, and on the whole, I think it is done quite well. But there 
are exceptions to the rule. The one that is usually cited, and I don’t 
know what others can really be cited as effectively, is the opening 
to China in the Nixon administration, which was basically done 
without the participation of people in the Department of State, al- 
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though people who were working in the National Security Council 
staff and were Foreign Service officers took a strong part in it all. 

Mr, Heflin. Let me ask you a little bit about the solicitation of 
Brunei. You mentioned that the law had changed, the law at the 
time that the officials of Brunei were solicited, that there was spe¬ 
cific authorization for the State Department to make such solicita¬ 
tion. However, I am fuzzy about the testimony that has occurred 
concerning the selection of the bank account that the money would 
be deposited in. 

There has been testimony to the effect that, first, Colonel North 
was requested to provide such an account. He gave the number. 
Then the Chief of the Central American Task Force of the CIA was 
asked to provide an account. He established an account separate 
and apart where there would have been no commingling. Then the 
decision was made to go to the original North account which had 
transposed numbers and caused some confusion. 

Relative to this, was there any discussion with you and the As¬ 
sistant Secretary Abrams pertaining to what bank account would 
be selected? 

Secretary Shultz. There was discussion. I was involved in a little 
of it, but it was more between Assistant Secretary Abrams and 
some others. 

But basically the account number that we got, that Mr. Abrams 
got from Colonel North, was described .to us or described to Mr. 
Abrams as an account that, so to speak, belonged to the Nicara¬ 
guan Democratic Resistance, the Freedom Fighters. It was their ac¬ 
count. And that is the one that I knew about when I went on a trip 
that included a stop in Brunei, but I didn’t use it or make any so¬ 
licitation on that occasion, but that number was in our possession 
at that time. 

I believe that later the CIA account number was provided. That 
was a CIA account. And so in the discussion that ensued, and I was 
not a part of it, but they discussed this question of which account 
to use. It was thought that if the money went from Brunei into an 
account controlled by an agency of the U.S. Government, then it 
becomes the government’s money, so to speak. And what we were 
authorized to do was to solicit third countries to contribute to the 
cause of the Democratic Resistance. And so we thought, well, it is 
better then to have Brunei make the deposit into an account that 
is controlled by the Democratic Resistance, and that was the line of 
reasoning that the people involved went through, and I think it 
was a good line of reasoning. 

Mr. Heflin. Well, in your investigations and discussions with 
people concerning this, have you uncovered any evidence that 
there was any direction given to the Hakim-Secord enterprises that 
$3 million out of that $10 million would be used for arms purchases 
and that the other $7 million would be reserved for some decision 
to be made at a later date as to its disposition? 

Secretary Shultz. The only information on their plan that I 
have is what I saw, and 1 happened to be watching the hearings, 
when I guess Mr. Hakim or somebody testified along the lines that 
you suggest. 

Mr. Heflin. Let me ask you about the- 
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Secretary Shultz. I might say that what that shows, among 
other things, is that the representation to us that this was an ac¬ 
count controlled by the Democratic Resistance was not correct. That 
was bum dope. 

Mr. Heflin. Well, that would appear to be an accurate descrip¬ 
tion. 

Let me ask you about the evaluation in the discussion of the— 
when they were going through the Presidential Findings pertaining 
to our direct sale of arms to Iran through the Enterprise. At that 
time, was there any evaluation of the effect of 4000 TOWs upon the 
Iran-Iraq war that you heard any discussion about? 

Secretary Shultz. Senator, I didn’t know about the sales, and so 
on, as they occurred, and I wasn’t part of such a discussion. I don’t 
know whether there was or were not, and I think you should ask 
that question to those who were involved. 

Mr. Heflin. Well, I thought that you made your arguments 
against the Presidential Finding in that peiiod where they were 
discussing whether or not there would be a direct involvement, and 
that you were participating in the consideration of that. 

Secretary Shultz. Yes. When we were arguing the merits and 
demerits of proceeding, there were a number of arguments used, 
and one of them was that our posture, insofar as the Iran-Iraq war 
was concerned, that we didn’t sell arms to either side, that is our 
posture today, and that we wanted to see the war come to an end 
with no victor or vanquished and with the territorial integrity of 
each side intact. And it was clear from what happened, for exam¬ 
ple, in response to some previous U.N. resolutions, that it was Iran 
that was the intransigent party at the time, and so we had a policy 
called Operation Staunch of obviously not selling arms ourselves, 
but also trying to persuade others not to sell arms to Iran on the, I 
think, reasonable theopr that if they were denied arms, they would 
have a hard time keeping the war going, or if you were effective in 
Operation Staunch, it would make it at least more difficult and 
more expensive for them to get arms and that would be an inhibit¬ 
ing force. If you then sold arms in the face of that, you create all 
kinds of difficulties for yourself. You would make a possible change 
in the balance of the war, that if we breached our own discipline, 
then what would happen, would that open the flood gates for other 
people who said, “You have been telling us not to sell arms and we 
have agreed with you; now we see you are selling arms so we are 
going to go ahead.” So it wasn’t just our sales but the potential 
impact on others that we had to consider, and all of this was point¬ 
ed up. 

Mr. Heflin. Well, was a voice of the actual military aspect of the 
evaluation of 4000 TOWs upon the Iran-Iraq war at those discus¬ 
sions—did you hear any evaluation of the military impact? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, it wasn’t—no, the discussion wasn’t, 
didn’t get to that level. The discussion, the argument was more on 
a general plane rather than if we are going to do it, what kinds of 
weapons and what would their impact be at least as far as I am 
concerned. 

Mr. Heflin. Thank you, sir. My time is up. 

Chairman Hamilton. Mr. Fascell. 

Mr. Fascell. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 



Mr. Secretary, we left off yesterday, we were on the road to some 
philosophical instruction, but my time is kind of limited, so I will 
just offer a few. 

It seems that territorial imperative and ego and zeal are all part 
of the necessary adjuncts of mankind and that the only time they 
cause any problem is when they substitute for intelligence and 
common sense. 

I gather- 

Secretary Shultz. I got the impression you didn’t want me to 
philosophize, so I am keeping quiet. 

Mr. Fascell. I wanted to see if we were talking about the same 
thing in a general sense. The same way with power. It is not the 
use of power, it is the abuse of power, and our Founding Fathers 
decided when they set up this system of government they were con¬ 
cerned about the use and abuse of power. 

Therefore, they created the institution in which room we now sit 
called the Congress of the United States. 

You and I discussed this many times. The last time I believe was 
before the Bar Association. And I hope that my impression has 
changed, Mr. Secretary, that you don’t consider Congress an obsta¬ 
cle in the path of the exercise of power by the executive, that we 
have some co-equal function. 

Secretary Shultz. Sometimes it is tempting. 

Mr. Fascell. Having gone from the broad general philosophy of 
government now, I want to put the microscope down on what some 
people have considered minutia, but the minutia is important in 
the context of this overall investigation. Because it demonstrates 
the totality of the determination of running this operation. 

So I want to talk to you about the Office of Latin American 
Public Diplomacy, otherwise known as LPD, and the head of that 
office said he reported directly to you, and as I understand it, the 
office was placed in your office as such. 

Am I correct? 

Secretary Shultz. That office was created as a result of a discus¬ 
sion in the Executive Branch about the importance of letting the 
American people know what was going on in Central America and 
the Caribbean. It was part of public diplomacy in that sense, and 
that is one of the functions that we are supposed to undertake in 
the Department of State and in government generally. That is our 
process, is a process of education and so on. 

Now, that is what that office was supposed to do and it was cre¬ 
ated for that purpose and its iob was- 

Mr. Fascell. Was that a direct responsibility handed to you by 
the President or did that arise out of a discussion of the National 
Security Council? 

Secretary Shultz. It arose out of a discussion and just about the 
President’s interaction with it precisely I don’t know, but the Presi¬ 
dent was very much in favor of trying to tell the story as effective¬ 
ly as possible and he was a major participant in doing so and con¬ 
tinues to be. 

Mr. Fascell. And part of that effort also was to lobby the Con¬ 
gress and make sure we voted correctly? I mean there is nothing 
abnormal or wrong about that. I mean that is a normal kind of an 
operation. 
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Secretary Shultz. Well, there has to be public diplomacy efforts 
in the Department of State a line drawn between trying to talk to 
people, talking to people about our foreign policy and the problems 
and opportunities and so forth on the one hand, and using appro¬ 
priated funds to lobby the Congress on the other. 

But the President has often said as far as his own role was con¬ 
cerned that if the Congress doesn't see the light, he will try to get 
them to feel the heat by appealing to the American people on 
behalf of his policies. And I think that is a perfectly legitimate 
thing to do. An important thing to do and every President does it. 

Mr. Fascell. Absolutely. 

Secretary Shultz. And should do. 

Mr. Fascell. What was your understanding of the NSC’s role in 
this Central American public diplomacy effort, what were they 
doing in it? 

Secretary Shultz. The effort was something that involved vari¬ 
ous departments, so there needed to be coordination, and this unit 
was created to be a unit that involved itself in studying the materi¬ 
als and getting out materials and getting speakers around and so 
forth, and it was coordinated in an interagency group setting, and 
I think the chairman of the coordinating group was a member of 
the NSC staff if I am not mistaken. 

Mr. Fascell. Walter Raymond. 

So this organization or effort, did you really want that in your 
office? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, when you say my office, the State De¬ 
partment classifies offices by letters. Judge Sofaer is in charge of L, 
and- 

Mr. Fascell. So. So what’s L? 

Secretary Shultz. The Secretary’s Office is called S, and in S, 
there is a lot of things that I work directly with, but it is also a 
place where in a sense miscellaneous things get put. I will give you 
an example. Our mission to the Vienna CSCE Conference is located 
in S. And Ambassador Warren Zimmerman is therefore there and 
in an organizational sense you might say he reports directly to me, 
and he does, and I am, of course, very interested in that subject as 
you are. But the real supervision of that effort is done by Roz 
Ridgeway and her group in the European Bureau. That is where 
the thing is mostly concerned and that is where the day-to-day 
operational aspects are. 

So something may be located in S. There is some 450 people in S 
who have quite a variety of functions and this happened to be one 
of them. 

Mr. Fascell. They all report directly to you if they are in your 
office? 

Secretary Shultz. On an organizational chart, but obviously, the 
work has a different pattern. In this case, there was a coordinating 
group that was under, and as I would see it, our AR-5 Bureau 
would be a primary source of information about what is going on, 
so if they are going to publicize and educate, they have to get con¬ 
tent and that is where you get the content. 

From my standpoint, what I saw coming from that office, was 
you might say a work product. And the work product was various 
publications that I saw, and information about scheduled appear* 
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ances and things of that kind that all seemed to me to be quite 
good. 

Mr. Fascell. As a matter of fact, of course, that office reported 
directly to the NSC, or at least was coordinated by the NSC. Did 
you know that? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, there is—I have learned more as a 
result of your probing than I knew at the time, but there was a 
coordinating group, and that was set out and, as I said earlier, the 
chairman of that group was a member of the NSC staff. 

Mr. Fascell. Well, now, isn't it a fact that the Office of Public 
Diplomacy for Latin America and Central America was separate 
and apart from the Office of Public Diplomacy? 

Secretary Shultz. Yes. 

Mr. Fascell. Two separate institutions. Now, did you consider 
that in this case that there was an unnecessary duplication? 

Secretary Shultz. It has been somewhat troubling me to look at 
the various places where things get done. In the Under Secretary's 
office, there is also a Public Diplomacy Unit that emerged follow¬ 
ing the, I think following the President’s speech in London on the 
freedom theme, and a number of things have grouped around it, 
grouped around there, and there has been a group working, and 
that has been separate. 

So, in trying to work at the organization of things, there is now 
an effort under way by our Assistant Secretary to group things 
more in the Office of Public Affairs. 

Nevertheless, I think there was felt a need to do something spe¬ 
cial. 

Mr. Fascell. Special. 

Secretary Shultz. And that seemed like a sensible thing under 
the circumstances, and I think it was on the whole a pretty good 
operation. 

Mr. Fascell. No, no. Well, now, you say what you saw was a 
work product, so you couldn’t manage everything that these people 
did. As a matter of fact. Ambassador Reich ana his deputy, Jona¬ 
than Miller, had very super-frequent contact with Colonel North. 

Were you informed of what they were doing at all? Do you have 
any idea? 

Secretary Shultz. I couldn’t supervise their day-to-day activities, 
of course, but I think in the context of a government effort of 
which they were a part coordinated in the manner that you and I 
agreed, you would expect them to interact with people in the NSC 
staff, nothing unusual about that. 

Mr. Fascell. No, it is not. Except looking at the material and 
the evidence that we have, it looks like actually the whole thing 
was being run by North out of NSC. That is the only point. Were 
you aware that the LPD contracted for the services of Internation¬ 
al Business Communications, that is Frank Gomez and Rich Miller, 
and/or the principals or the subsidiaries for seven contracts, 
amounting to $441,000, more or less? 

Secretary Shultz. I was not aware of that at the time, but, Mr. 
Chairman, as this subject has come up, you have, your committee 
has had an investigation going with which we have, I believe, been 
fully cooperative, and as questions—when questions arose on the 
advice of my legal adviser, 1 asked our own Inspector General to 
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look into the matter, and he has made me a report on it, and I 
have that report now. 

It has just come in, and I am glad to make that available to you, 
if you would like to have it. Or maybe you already have it. 

Mr. Fascell. Yes, Mr. Secretary. There is the report there. But, 
you know, you have cooperated, but I must tell you, as I have told 
you before, it has been like pulling teeth to get this information. 

We started with press reports back in January or February. We 
are now in July, and the Inspector General has rendered his 
report. We got our last copy of the requested contract about a 
month ago. It has taken us 5 months to get something we could 
have gotten in 5 minutes, you know. 

But I raise that only because it is important in this relationship 
with Congress not to lose sight of the fact that we have a responsi¬ 
bility, we are trying to provide the money to operate. 

We have got little enough money as it is, you know, and the 
question that arises while we are closing down consulates all over 
the world, because we don’t have money to operate, in our zeal to 
get this information across to the American people and the Con¬ 
gress of the United States, which is OK, I mean it is a very impor¬ 
tant subject, but nevertheless, under the circumstances that exist 
of turning to private-contractors to perform the service when all of 
that capability exists in-house is a very questionable matter. 

Secretary Shultz. Well, Mr. Chairman, I think, if I can describe 
this, as I now understand it, when the office was first created, it 
obviously, it suddenly had responsibilities and things to do expect¬ 
ed of it, and it was just getting started. It didn’t have any way of 
doing these things and so it contracted out to get them done; some 
of them. And leaving aside the question of contracting procedures 
for the moment, that was a perfectly sensible thing to do, and that 
was done. 

Mr. Fascell. Except- 

Secretary Shultz. As time went on and their capabilities built 
up, I think as the Inspector General says, it was too slow to termi¬ 
nate that contracting out process. And also in the process the In¬ 
spector General has informed me in that report some material was 
classified that shouldn’t have been classified. 

Mr. Fascell. It was one of the contracts- 

Secretary Shultz. And there was a very poor procurement proc¬ 
ess involved. So he has reported on that, and I think that it is an 
investigation from which we can learn something about our pro¬ 
curement procedures. We don’t procure a lot of things in the De¬ 
partment of State. It wasn’t done well. 

Mr. Fascell. That disturbed us too, because what happened is it 
was sole source reporting and one of the contracts was classified 
secret and there was absolutely no reason in the world to classify 
that secret. 

Secretary Shultz. I agree with that criticism and the Inspector 
General does and I acknowledge that. 

Mr. Fascell. The reason it was raised, however, is everything 
else that was going around this contract. In other words, here you 
had Spitz Channell as a private fund raising organization as part of 
this effort to educate and lobby the Congress getting private funds 
and raising a lot of funds and funds being used, advertised against 
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Members of Congress, to do whatever else you do in a public educa¬ 
tion program, but a lot of that money went into IC, was funneled 
through them at the same time they were getting a State Depart¬ 
ment contract. That's the real question mark that is raised and I’m 
not saying that anything was done that was illegal, but the money 
was commingled. They were performing services for the Govern¬ 
ment under somewhat questionable circumstances on one side, and 
tying it in with privately raised money on the other side used for 
perfectly legitimate purposes trying to get Congress to feel the 
heat, but part of that money also then winds up in offshore bank 
accounts in the Caymen Islands, and part of it winds up in Lake 
Resources, so this whole tie-in begins to look like something that 
needs stronger consideration. 

Secretary Shultz. So it was—as soon as I found out about these 
possibilities, Mr. Chairman, I put the Inspector General on it and 
he has investigated it. And he has made quite a few critical com¬ 
ments about the process from which we can learn. One of the 
things that he concludes in that report is that there’s no evidence 
that the money contracted for with respect to the contract with the 
State Department was used in the manner that you describe, recog¬ 
nizing that there is a fungibility of funds, but the accounting and 
so forth was done in such a way at least the Inspector General con¬ 
cluded— 

Mr. Fascell. I'm glad the Inspector General could do that. The 
only point I’m making is the money is fungible and it became very 
questionable, that’s all. As a matter of fact three of the individuals 
who were involved in all this and properly so, I certainly can’t 
complain about it, but it’s just interesting to note two of them 
became ambassadors. One went over into the White House and quit 
when he found out, when it was determined he was cashing checks 
for Ollie North along with Rob Owens. 

Secretary Shultz. Before he did that he conducted guerrilla war¬ 
fare against me. I agree with you. 

Mr. Fascell. I understand that. He wound up in the White 
House interfering with your travel plans. 

Secretary Shultz. I’m sorry I brought it up here. It got too much 
attention. It’s just an example. 

Mr. Fascell. Now, we were told that the Director of this oper¬ 
ation had a secure telephone in his office, and he was in constant 
contact with Colonel North. Can you imagine why in that particu¬ 
lar Office of Public Diplomacy you had to have a secure telephone? 

Secretary Shultz. I don’t know the ins and outs of how that ar¬ 
rived, but secure phones are common, particularly, and no doubt 
an office like that would come into possession of classified informa¬ 
tion and would need some capacity to talk about it on the tele¬ 
phone. We all have secure phones. 

Mr. Fascell. Well, when we- 

Secretary Shultz. And we ought to be, we ought to discipline 
ourselves to use them more. 

Mr. Fascell. Even between officials in the Executive Branch. 

Secretary Shultz. Absolutely. That is the whole purpose of the 
secure phone is so you don’t get overheard, and elaborate precau¬ 
tions are taken in my case when I travel, or anything, to try to pro- 
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vide not only a secure phone but a secure environment in which 
that phone sits. 

Mr. Fascell. I can understand why the Secretary of State would 
need a secure telephone. I can’t for the life of me imagine why 
somebody in the Office of Public Diplomacy needs one who is sup¬ 
posed to be public and getting all the information out to educate 
the American people and lobby the Congress. I mean, how can you 
do that secretly? 

Secretary Shultz. I don’t know the answer to why it was decided 
that a secure phone, how that’s done office by office all over the 
State Department. But there is a need when somebody will come 
into possession of classified information and may discuss it with 
others to have a way of doing it, other than going to see them in 
his office, and that is what a secure phone is supposed to provide. 

Mr. Fascell. Well, I don’t want to prejudge this at all, but it 
seems at least right now that to me it has the appearance that the 
Office of Public Diplomacy and the NSC were partners in running an 
operation with a lot of private organizations out here and that may 
be fine. I don’t know how far you can go with that, but you have 
two curious or several curious things involved. One is that they are 
getting contracts under the circumstances which the Inspector 
General has pointed out; the other is all these outside organiza¬ 
tions who were raising and funneling money for arms and weap¬ 
ons, they were targeting Members of Congress for television ads 
and trying to get us to feel the heat, they were organizing briefings 
and meetings all over the country, again legitimate, all in coordina¬ 
tion; however, this was- 

Secretary Shultz. Briefings are- 

Mr. Fascell. All I am saying is- 

Secretary Shultz. Targeting Members of Congress is not a legiti¬ 
mate function. 

Mr. Fascell. Well, it is for private organizations. 

Secretary Shultz. But not for a publicly funded operation, and 
that’s where an effort was made to draw a line. Whether it was 
successfully done or not, I asked the Inspector General to look into 
it, and he has, and you have his report. 

Mr. Fascell. I understand that, Mr. Secretary, and I appreciate 
the fact that you turned your Inspector General on it, and we are 
glad to have it, and I hope the matter has been resolved and ulti¬ 
mately every dollar that was spent will have been properly dis¬ 
posed of. 

But the appearance still remains, at least to this member, that 
what we had here was a totally controlled massive effort to go with 
the Iran arms sale, Contra diversion fund operation, managed out 
of the White House and with or without your knowledge and con¬ 
sent using an office in your department as part of that effort. That 
is all. 

Secretary Shultz. Well, that is an idea that you have and worry 
about. I can understand that. And, as I have discovered this poten¬ 
tial problem, I had it investigated, and I didn’t realize the report 
had been distributed. But at any rate, I am glad it has and that you 
have it. Maybe it was leaked to you. However, you got it, I am glad 
you got it, and I hope you find it useful. 
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Mr. Fascell. Mr. Secretary, it is only because I have always just 
about have been persona non grata with your department in an 
effort to get the information dealing with this very small little 
amount of money, 440 some thousand bucks, but it simply points 
out, once again, one is the totality of the control over this oper¬ 
ation; the other, it raises the question again about the relationship 
of Congress. 

One of the important factors raised in these entire hearings 
having to do with why the hearings were even held is because of 
the relationship that is necessary between the Congress and the 
Executive Branch of government, and we cannot keep fostering 
this idea that Congress is some kind of an unnecessary branch of 
government that should simply rubberstarnp everything that the 
executive does. 

Secretary Shultz. You have never gotten such an idea from me 
in 10 V 2 years as a member of the Cabinet. Ever. 

Mr. Fascell. That is true, Mr. Secretary. 

Secretary Shultz. Although sometimes you do things that I 
think are wrong, but that is life, we argue about them. 

Mr. Fascell. I just got the impression from time to time you just 
felt that Congress was an unnecessary pimple on the path of 
progress. 

Secretary Shultz. Well, those are your words, Mr. Chairman, not 
mine. 

Mr. Fascell. Mr. Chairman, thank you. I will reserve the bal¬ 
ance of my time. 

Chairman Hamilton. We will take a recess now for 10 minutes. 

[Recess.] 

Chairman Inouye. Senator Trible. 

Chairman Hamilton. Senator Trible, if you will excuse me, it is 
the intent of the chair to go until 12:30 and then to resume at 2:00 
o'clock. 

You may proceed. 

Mr. Trible. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Secretary, over the last several weeks, we have heard from a 
number of would-be Secretaries of State. I am mighty pleased 
Reagan chose George Shultz. 

I also want to thank you for a powerful soliloquy yesterday on 
democratic values in government. It was something that we all 
needed to hear and I hope along with each of us many of our fellow 
citizens as well. 

Very sadly, though, Mr. Secretary, I think your testimony yester¬ 
day also underscored that neither the President nor you as Secre¬ 
tary of State were told the truth about important activities of the 
National Security staff, and clearly that is not right, it is not the 
way to transact the peoples’ business, and it doesn’t work. 

It makes it virtually impossible to shape coherent and successful 
public policy and you underscored that point yesterday in your tes¬ 
timony. 

Let me ask you a couple of questions if I might. Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter in his testimony before us was highly critical of the press, 
the Congress and the State Department. 
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For example, he said the State Department offered no leadership 
in extricating the hostages and was unwilling to develop innovative 
programs to tackle the problems facing the President. 

Let me read you his words because I think in fairness you should 
have the opportunity to respond. 

In response to a question posed by Mr. McCollum, the gentleman 
from Florida, on July 21st, Mr. McCollum asked, “I am curious if 
Secretary Shultz or Secretary Weinberger offered the President 
any alternatives for getting the release of our hostages, alterna¬ 
tives to this Iranian initiative. As I recall, you said the President 
had expressed a desire to explore every avenue possible to get the 
hostages back. Did they offer any alternatives to the President? 

“Mr. Poindexter: They did not. 

“Mr. McCollum: At any time after that, did they? 

“Mr. Poindexter: No, nor to my recollection any time before that. 
The NSC staff, I feel, was the driving force from the very beginning 
in trying to figure out how to get the hostages back. I don’t mean 
to imply that other Departments and other officials were not con¬ 
cerned about the hostages, but very frankly, I don’t recall a single 
recommendation from those two Departments on initiatives to ac¬ 
complish that objective.” 

Surely that can’t be the case, Mr. Secretary. 

Could you respond? 

Secretary Shultz. There is an ongoing program to find out 
through direct contacts, through intelligence, in any way we can, 
information about our hostages, to see if we can find out where 
they are, to talk to people who may have information about them, 
to stay in touch with the families so that they know always that 
there is some place, there is a person in the Government who is 
trying to keep track. It is hard. It hasn’t been successful in the case 
of those held in Lebanon. 

On the other hand, it has been successful in other cases. For ex¬ 
ample, the efforts to get out the hostages that were held on that 
TWA plane were basically—that was basically done under the 
President’s direction right out of my office, and with very impres¬ 
sive professional work by our people in the field, and if you talk 
about somebody coming through under pressure, as it turned out in 
that case, a key was our contact with President Assad in Syria. 
By chance, the Ambassador was not there, so it fell to the person 
who was the charge’, who I’d never heard of, to undertake an ex¬ 
tremely difficult, delicate piece of diplomacy. And then it emerged 
there was a woman there named April Glassby, who was just great, 
and she is a little-known but I think genuine heroine of that whole 
effort, and she’s a Foreign Service Officer, and a darned good one. 

But I look at the brilliant innovations that were produced, a ter¬ 
rific idea, let’s trade the Dawa prisoners for the hostages—fantas¬ 
tic. Lord deliver us from such bright ideas as that. 

But it is hard. You know, there are held in and around Beirut 
probably, there are, I think, 24 hostages, nine of whom are Ameri¬ 
cans. There are eight other countries that have hostages there. It is 
very frustrating and it is—and we wish we could find the answers 
to how to get them out, but I don’t think the answer is to give the 
hostage-takers what they want in terms of things like releasing the 
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murderers who are being held in Kuwait. That is not an answer; 
that is not a bright idea. 

Now, as far as other things are concerned, the fight to do some¬ 
thing about terrorism under the President’s direction has been led 
right out of the State Department. We have been very strong and 
determined, and we have made a lot of headway for the United 
States and other countries in that fight. 

The work with the Philippines—under the President’s direc¬ 
tion—was basically done right in the State Department and we 
were fortunate we had an excellent Ambassador there. We had a 
former Ambassador as under secretary, we had a chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs who had been CINCPAC, all very familiar with the sit¬ 
uation. It was a good operation. 

So to say that I or others in the State Department never had any 
ideas or never did anything, I just don’t accept that as a descrip¬ 
tion of the reality. But as far as the hostages are concerned, we try 
and try, but obviously we haven’t succeeded. 

But the brilliant ideas cooked up by the NSC staff are not the 
answer. They are—that was a catastrophe. 

Mr. Trible. Mr. Secretary, let me move on. There have been a 
number of questions raised about your knowledge and participation 
in the solicitation of moneys from Brunei and there is a PROF note 
that I think confirms what you have said, and thus far it has not 
been pointed out and I would like to do so at this point. 

It is exhibit no. 28, which is a communication between John 
Poindexter and Oliver North on June 10, 1986. As you are turning 
to exhibit 28, let me read to you from that PROF note. And I quote: 
“To my knowledge, Shultz knows nothing about the prior financ¬ 
ing. I think it should stay that way. My concern was to find out 
what they were thinking so there would not be a screw-up. I asked 
Elliott at lunch. He said he had recommended Brunei, where 
Shultz is going to visit. They have lots of money. It seems like a 
good prospect. Shultz agrees. I asked Elliott how the money could 
be transferred. He said he thought Shultz could just hand them the 
account number. I said I thought that was a bad idea, not at all 
letting on that we had access to the accounts.’’ 

Would you like to respond to that? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, I don’t think it needs any response. It is 
. ust another example of the kind of deception that was practiced, 
recause our information was that that was an account number be- 
onging to the Freedom Fighters, and the money would go to the 
freedom Fighters. They gave us that impression knowing, accord¬ 
ing to that note you just read, that the account belonged to them or 
their partners. And I could only react when I saw the hearings, in 
describing how this money was supposed to be handled, that I was 
glad that the numbers or something had been transposed and they 
didn’t get their hands on it after all. 

Mr. Trible. Mr. Secretary, let me move on to a final question. 

Secretary Shultz. Sometimes I feel like I would like to wring 
somebody’s neck. 

Mr. Trible. Admiral Poindexter told us that he did not talk to 
the President about the diversion of funds to the Contras because, 
in his view, it was unimportant, a matter of implementation, just a 
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detail. Do you share that analysis? Shouldn’t the President be told 
about that kind of decision? 

Secretary Shultz. I think it is the responsibility of someone like 
myself or in the position of the National Security Adviser to seek 
the President's decisions. That was a very big thing and, in my 
opinion, a very wrong thing. So to decide on behalf of the President 
not to tell him about it is totally wrong. 

I think that the more controversial in a sense something may be, 
that you as a person in charge of some operation want to do, the 
greater your responsibility to point up to the President exactly 
what is controversial about it, not to try to—in this case, the deci¬ 
sion was not to tell him at all but you can imagine people going in 
and sort of passing something by the President in a way that he 
perhaps doesn’t quite see in a busy schedule the significance of it. 
But I think the more controversial it is, the more it is your respon¬ 
sibility to point it up, because, as we all know, and as I keep saying 
here, it is the President that got elected, and so he is the guy that 
gets the right to make the decisions. 

Mr. Trible. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 

Mr. Chairman, it is not my intention to prevail any longer on the 
Secretary, but I would like to add just a personal observation at 
the end. 

Mr. Secretary, your actions and your testimony before this com¬ 
mittee vividly demonstrate that public service can be rooted in 
principle and graced by nobility. To the degree that the purpose of 
this committee was to ascertain the truth we have been remark¬ 
ably successful. 

But uncovering the truth has been for many of us a dismaying 
and dispiriting process. The distinctiveness, the decency of public 
service have been subordinated to the requirements of bargaining 
in Middle Eastern bazaars. 

Those who wielded considerable power and influence readily ad¬ 
mitted that principles were sacrificed to expediency. We have been 
presented two very different views, visions of America, truth and 
falsehood, consultation or compartmentalization, accountability or 
deniability, trust or suspicion. 

Your appearance before this committee is an eloquent refutation 
of the doctrine of political cynicism. Also, sir, as you have indicated 
here, our Nation has enjoyed a significant number of foreign policy 
successes under the leadership of Ronald Reagan. 

We have seen the resurgence of freedom and democracy in the 
Americas, the liberation of Grenada, establishment of democrat in 
the Philippines, a significant movement now toward political free¬ 
dom in Korea. 

The administration has won support for anti-Communist Free¬ 
dom Fighters in Afghanistan, Angola, and Nicaragua, and there is 
now before us the potential for substantial reductions in nuclear 
arms in the hope that we can make this a safer and saner world. 

Those are hard-won goals, yet a strong President, Ronald 
Reagan, aided by an able Secretary of State, George Shultz, 
achieved success time and time again, and you have done that by 
means that undeniably conform to the requirements of our law, 
our Constitution, and our political tradition. 

That must be our future as well as our past. 
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Mr. Secretary, these 2 days, millions of people have seen you, 
and they have come, I think, to see you just as we know you. You 
are a good and honorable man, and for your leadership, for your 
service and for your wise counsel, every American should be grate¬ 
ful. And I thank you. 

Secretary Shultz. Thank you, Senator. 

Chairman Hamilton. Mr. Hyde? 

Mr. Hyde. Mr. Secretary, a slight change of pace. I may sound 
like a—like a Democrat, but—and I most certainly am not, as some 
know, and I think you have painted a picture in its darkest terms 
of a foreign policy in disarray, there is no gainsaying that, a Presi¬ 
dent— 

Secretary Shultz. I certainly have not. I have to tried to paint a 

E icture of a foreign policy that is strong and successful, and we 
ave a problem here that you have been investigating where things 
went badly, but the general foreign policy picture is a very strong 
and positive one. 

Mr. Hyde. Let’s just say a significant part of a great foreign 
policy was in disarray, operating out of the White House by an ad¬ 
miral and by a lieutenant colonel, and cutting you out of a signifi¬ 
cant part that had potential for World War III, was in disarray. 

That is my assessment of it, perhaps not yours. Then you have 
painted a picture of a President impervious to your arguments and 
Secretary Weinberger’s arguments on why this was a terrible idea. 

Secretary Shultz. It is a fact that arguments were made to the 
President, he decided otherwise, and that is his prerogative. You 
wouldn’t want a President who just always goes along with whoev¬ 
er argues with him. 

He is a strong-minded person, and I admire him for that. 

Mr. Hyde. I hope nothing I have said ever indicates that I would 
want a President who could be swayed by anybody again3t his own 
convictions. I like people with the courage of their convictions, 
sometimes even if they are wrong. 

You have told us that you forcibly went to the President, you 
made every argument that you could that this was a terrible idea, 
and the consequences could be disastrous, and he preferred to do 
otherwise. 

So, as I see it, on one side, there is yourself and Secretary 
Weinberger, and let me stipulate you are absolutely right, and the 
other side was absolutely wrong, so make no mistake that I am 
defending what I think is really indefensible. 

Secretary Shultz. If what the President had in mind had come 
off by some chance, although I thought the chance was slim to non¬ 
existent, but if it had come off, you would all be singing his praises 
as having taken a chance and won. 

Mr. Hyde. I think that was the charm of the operation. I think 
the luck of the Irish,, it was proved that is not infallible, because 
you had Director Casey, President Reagan, John Poindexter and 

Colonel North, who are less leprachaunish than the other two- 

Secretary Shultz. I want you to know my wife is Irish, so be 
careful. 

Mr. Hyde. I new there was something else I liked about you, Mr. 
Secretary. It seems to me, though, and of course, we will never 
know, but by a process I hope of inductive reasoning that Bill 
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Casey was the heavyweight who influenced the President—you 
were against it, Cap Weinberger was against it—somebody had to 
be for it, and it would seem to me, but we may never know, that 
Mr. Casey thought this was doable and like a pool shot, with one 
shot you could open to Iran, get the hostages back, and possibly 
keep the Contras going in between the illucid moments of Congress 
when they were vacillating. 

So, that was what was going on. And as I see it, now, it may be 
too simplistic a line-up, but in any event, let's proceed from there. 

I think we can all criticize, I don’t know anybody who doesn’t 
criticize the judgment of Admiral Poindexter and Colonel North. 
Their judgment was absolutely flawed in many ways, and we 
needn’t resist that, but I don’t think we can criticize their commit¬ 
ment. They were committed to this, they thought this would be a 
great thing for their county, and they were committed to it, judg¬ 
ment flawed, commitment, in my judgment, admirable. 

As a matter of fact, they were willing to risk their careers and 
reputations for a very long shot, high-risk series of initiatives. 

Mr. Hyde. Now, Mr. Secretary, I can’t escape the notion that had 
you opposed this flawed policy and were willing to resign over this 
policy difference as Secretory Vance resigned or over a policy dif¬ 
ference with the previous President. You could have stopped it dead 
in its track and if you couldn’t, you and Secretary Weinberger sure 
could. 

Now, it is easy to be critical of you talking to the President and 
not saying, “Mr. President, if you do this, because I love you and 
respect you, you got to do it without me and you got to do it with¬ 
out Cap.” 

I cannot believe if you had been that forceful and that committed 
to opposing this flawed initiative as much as Poindexter and North 
were committed to advancing it, you couldn’t have stopped it dead 
in its tracks and I ask you if that is not so. 

Secretary Shultz. I doubt it very much. And I will describe to 
you my own thinking and course of action. 

As I have thought about and looked at what happened, there is a 
sense in which it falls into in a sense three time periods. And I, as 
the testimony here has brought out, was opposed to this from the 
beginning, really even before the President got engaged in it, and I 
won’t go through all of the sequence that has been gone through 
here. 

The first period was from sometime in the middle of 1985 
through, say, the middle of December 1985. 

During that period, I unearthed it, I opposed it, I thought I had 
token part in killing it on more than one occasion. I saw a draft 
decision that I disagreed with in writing. 

I argued with it in cable traffic when I was away, and I argued 
against it with the President on two occasions that I recall precise¬ 
ly because of my notes, and I was joined by Secretary Weinberger 
and in the end, as it turned out, the President agreed with us in 
the sense that he dispatched Mr. McFarlane on his mission to 
London with the kind of instructions that we thought were proper. 

So something came up, it was a strong proposal, it was clear as it 
went on that the President had a desire to do it, and I didn’t just 
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say, “Well, you seem to be leaning against me, 1 am going to 
resign.” 

I thought about it, and I don’t say I prevailed. The President lis¬ 
tened to everything and he decided what he decided. So that is epi¬ 
sode No. 1. 

1 don’t think—would you have said that I should have sat there 
on December 7 in the White House and said, “Mr. President, I see 
you are wavering and if you should decide against me, good-bye?” 
That is not the way to play this game at all. 

I am there to help the President, not make his life more difficult. 

Let me have a second episode and then a second episode and 
third. 

The second episode goes as I see it between early January 1986 
and late May-early June or so, in my way of thinking. 

There we had a proposal made brought to us by the Israelis 
which became the topic of a meeting, ana I took a position in that 
meeting, and so did Secretary Weinberger, and while there was no 
decision made at the meeting that I recall, I certainly did have the 
sense that Secretary Weinberger and I were on one side of the 
issue and everybody else, including the President, was on the other 
side, and that somehow or other this was going to move ahead. 

So again I didn’t say, “Agree with me or good-bye.” And I don't 
want to sort of overplay this, but I keep trying to call this commit¬ 
tee’s attention to the fact that there is a lot more going on around 
the world than this particular set of events, and we were heavily 
engaged under the President’s leadership in doing a lot of things 
that were very positive. 

So always in the question of whether you resign or not is the 
question of the chance to help the President accomplish some posi¬ 
tive things, plus the fact, as I have said here, nothing ever gets 
settle in this town, and you can say, “I will give up and leave or I 
will stay and fight.” 

So in this case, obviously after the January meeting, I was sur¬ 
prised really at its outcome, but I stayed and waited. I made a 
statement to Admiral Poindexter which we reviewed here that I 
wanted to be informed of things that would affect my job as Secre¬ 
tary of State, but as he pursued this, the operational details that 
he would have to do, he didn’t have to inform me about that, and I 
explained why I said that. 

It went back to the question of the major argument that we had 
about the use of lie detector tests, and I recognize there are many 
people here, maybe all of you think that we should give lie detector 
tests to everybody. 

I noticed that the House of Representatives voted by a large 
margin to single out a group within the State Department and 
insist that they all get lie detector tests. I frankly think that is out¬ 
rageous. 

Mr. Hyde. Mr. Secretary, if I could intrude for just a second. 

Secretary Shultz. Well f you want me to answer your question or 
not? I’m trying to answer it. 

Mr. Hyde. I would like you to answer the question and not talk 
about some legislation that we passed singling out the State De¬ 
partment. I would like to get back to the use of a meaningful 
threat to resign as a deterrent to a flawed policy, as we have baflis- 
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tic missiles on the hope that we’ll never use them. It would seem to 
me that you and Secretary Weinberger, as being number one and* 
number two in the Cabinet, if you both said, "Mr. President, this 
policy is a disaster and we hereby tender our resignations, it is so 
bad”—I would hope he would not accept them. I don't believe he 
would, but I think it would have been a very forceful way to bring 
home to him the consequences of what he was doing. Yes, there 
were other things going on, but you- 

Secretary Shultz. I didn’t rest my answer entirely on other 
things going on, although I think it is quite relevant when you see 
the kind of accomplishment that President Reagan has led us to, to 
feel that—and you have a chance to play a part in it—to feel that 
that is a worthwhile thing. However, insofar as this particular ini¬ 
tiative is concerned, there was this period between early January 
and late, end of May or so, along in there, where something was 
going on. 

I had made a statement to Admiral Poindexter that I’ve ex¬ 
plained why, and then various things came my way. From time to 
time, I asked him, “What’s going on?” And what I got was not 
candid. And then I received information about, as we testified here, 
I testified here about the mission to Frankfurt initially proposed. 
And I asked that there be written instructions, and that was done, 
and I saw them and I thought they were perfectly proper, and if 
what was described to me by Admiral Poindexter had actually 
taken place, it would have been terrific. And that fell apart. And 
I—so my assumption was there’s nothing going on here. I did not 
know that there had been a Finding, and my assumption was they 
are doing things but they aren’t getting anywhere, which is what I 
thought would likely be the case anyway. 

Then I get this cable when I’m in Tokyo about this deal that was 
apparently proposed, and that was a specific thing, and I was sur¬ 
prised by that and upset by that, and I marched over to the Presi¬ 
dential area of the hotel and I talked to Don Regan and, at some 
point in through there, John Poindexter; I was told by Poindexter, 
“We are not dealing with these people, this is not our deal.” And 
what do I find out in the course of your investigation here? I find 
out that the next day, I guess, or shortly thereafter, Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter is sending Colonel North off to do something that looks sus¬ 
piciously like the deal that he denied, and telling Colonel North, 
“Now the last thing in the world you want to do is don’t go any¬ 
where near the mission in London.” But he gave me reassurance 
it’s not our deal. And I objected. I didn’t throw that cable away; I 
did something about it. 

And then comes early June, I guess it was, or sometime in there, 
when it became known to me, I don’t recall exactly how it became 
known to a number of people that there had been the mission to 
Tehran, and it had fizzled, and Admiral Poindexter told me then 
the whole thing had been told to stand down. So at that point, I 
don't have anything to resign about. 

Subsequently, a couple other things took place that gave me the 
feeling as I’ve described them here, that we were going forward 
with the effort with Iran, which I thought was something worth 
doing—I always did—in a proper way. So I have no, no problem. 
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And I thought, not that I had won but that the—this is the way it 
had come out. 

So that is my line of reasoning, Congressman, for whatever it’s 
worth. But, as I said yesterday, I don’t think you can do a job like 
mine well if you want it too much. And I have never hesitated in 
mv time in tne Cabinet to speak up to Presidents or to resign, if I 
felt the situation warranted it. In this case, I looked at it the way I 
did. 

Now, I said right here in this room the first time I testified on 
this subject in public session, I said, ”1 don’t give myself A-plus in 
all this/’ and I looked and I asked myself, did I do enough, could I 
have done more? 

But I have to tell you, Congressman, that as this hearing has 
gone on and I've seen in the form of these PROF notes and so on 
the systematic way in which the National Security Council staff de¬ 
liberately deceived me, I might say long before I made the com¬ 
ment to Admiral Poindexter about not needing to know about the 
details, this was not something that started after that, long before 
and afterwards, that my sense of "did I do enough” has to a certain 
extent given way to a little edge of anger about it. 

So anyway, that’s my story and there it is. 

Mr. Hyde. Well, Mr. Secretary, let me just say this. Your advice 
was the sound advice and the right advice, and might have saved 
an awful lot from happening that we’re not through with yet, and 
it is simply my position that I wish you had done everything hu¬ 
manly possible, and you have indicated that you think you did, al¬ 
though on the 21st of January when you testified, you said you 
should have been more aggressive in probing this. But all I’m 
saying is— 

Secretary Shultz. My colleagues say I’m too self-critical. I am. I 
worry about these things. And as I say I don't give myself A plus 
or anything like that in all of this. But, as I also said, I had no idea 
of the misrepresentations that characterized this whole thing. And 
in response to Senator Trible just now, not having to do with the 
Iran business at all but in response to a legitimate congressionally, 
statutorily proper solicitation of funds from Brunei, we were given 
a number to use and told this was a number controlled by the 
Freedom Fighters, and the note that Senator Trible read out 
showed that Admiral Poindexter knew absolutely well that they 
controlled that number or their colleagues did, and they were de¬ 
ceiving us. 

Mr. Hyde. Mr. Secretary, my time is up. I just want to say I 
guess the bottom line with me is I’m glad you didn’t resign, but I 
wish you had gone up to the brink. Thank you. 

Secretary Shultz. I don’t believe in threatening. 

Chairman Inouye. Senator Boren. 

Mr. Boren. Tiiank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Secretary, 
as you said there’s other things going on in the world back in those 
times and other things going on in the world now. I had vowed I 
was going to pass my turn and try to move this along. There are 
other things I need to be working on. Like energy and agriculture, 
the other things my constituents are concerned about. But in all 
honesty, after listening to you both yesterday and today, I resisted 
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the urge and the feeling that I should pass my turn because I had 
to express to you how I feel. 

There have been times as I have been sitting here over the last 
many days in which I have been depressed about what’s been going 
on in our government, concerned about it, worried about it. I’ve 
thought you know the American people are being confused by 
what’s being said and done here,, that they seem to be drawing the 
lines in the wrong ways. Here I sat as supporter of aid to the Con¬ 
tras and it’s almost as if you couldn't be for the Contras unless you 
were for going around the law and the legal process. That’s not the 
point. 

I sit here as one who believes we have to have covert actions, 
that secrets have to be kept in this government. I’m adamant about 
it, I tried to change the rules of the Intelligence Committee to do 
something about it. But I sat here wondering whether the Ameri¬ 
can people are being led to believe you can’t have covert, secret op¬ 
erations and still have any accountability, and even knowing where 
the taxpayers' money ended up going by the time it endea up. I 
didn’t believe that. 

So as I’ve listened to you and as I’ve reflected on the common 
sense and decency that has been shown in your testimony, I have 
to tell,you I have had the urge at times and I hope this will not 
sound overly emotional to simply stand up and cheer. And I hope 
that the American people have had that kind of feeling as they 
have been watching you. 

I read an article the other day and I believe it was in the Boston 
Globe, an interview with the father of one of those brave young 
American Marines that was killed in the tragic bombing in Beirut, 
and he said he was having a hard time understanding how our gov¬ 
ernment had made a decision to sell arms to terrorists who had 
some alleged involvement with that government in Iran. And I’m 
glad to hear that there was a debate and I’m glad to hear there 
were those who said you can’t deal with terrorists on that basis, 
because I think the American people don’t want to see us sending 
arms without a total change in attitude on the part of that govern¬ 
ment that held our own diplomats hostage and have dealt with ter¬ 
rorist groups like those who ended up murdering our heroic young 
Marines in Beirut, and I’m glad to know there was debate made 
about that. 

I’m glad to know there is respect for the system and as I listened, 
if there is any one statement you have made again and again 
during this testimony, it’s been the statement the President is the 
one that was elected by the American people, the President has the 
right to make the decisions. And as you have said, the truly loyal 
staff member to the President is the one that gives the President 
the advice and let’s the President make the decision. 

And I sat here troubled, and I’m not asking you to comment on 
this, I sat here very troubled as I heard Admiral Poindexter say 
that he himself had taken on the power to make the most contro¬ 
versial of all decisions without even telling the President, and I 
wondered to myself sometimes as the American people are watch¬ 
ing these hearings, are they simply thinking we are here like some 
children on the school ground saying, we’re mad that Congress be¬ 
cause we weren’t told because we in Congress have our preroga- 
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tives? Or we’re mad because the President wasn’t told because he 
is an elected official or we happen to like Ronald Reagan and we 
want him told everything? That’s not the point. I wonder if the 
American people realize that the person from whom power was 
really being stolen in this whole process was the people them¬ 
selves? The only way the people have to control their government 
is through the ballot box, they elect people. That’s the only control 
they have over their government. And if bureaucrats take all the 
power away from the elected officials and make all the decisions 
for themselves, people don't have any control of their own govern¬ 
ment again. And J hope it will begin to make the American people 
angry. They voted for Ronald Reagan, they didn’t vote for John 
Poindexter. They didn’t have any say in decisions he made and I 
hope they’ll understand that as we are on this committee express¬ 
ing concern about elected officials being involved and appropriate 
constitutional officials confirmed by the Congress of the United 
States and operating under the orders of the President, I hope they 
realize it’s their own power, it is the power of the people we are 
looking after. And I think you have made that point very clearly. 

You have recognized that it was the President of the United 
States, because he was the one that was elected, that should have 
the right to be informed about what was going on and to have the 
right to make those decisions. All of us here have staff members 
who work for us, and I can tell you how I feel about staff members. 
I think those that are truly loyal are the ones that will tell me the 
truth, give me all the information, and never presume to make de¬ 
cisions for me. That is the definition of true loyalty. 

It is your friends that can get you in trouble sometimes, some¬ 
times mistakenly by not telling you what you need to know, and I 
think you have been an example as a public servant, one who has 
exercised that responsibility wisely and well. 

Then, last, I simply want to thank you for something else. Thank 
you for the challenge that you have given to us in the Congress, 
the challenge to try to work together as one team with the Presi¬ 
dent for this country. A lot of wars we would like to end around 
the world that are important for this country to end, the war be¬ 
tween Iran and Iraq. Our young Americans are in some jeopardy 
now, because that is going on. It is a very tense situation. We 
would like to see it ended, we would like to see the hostilities in 
Central America ended. 

But I think the war the American people would most like to see 
ended is the war between the two ends of Pennsylvania Avenue, 
the war between the White House and the Congress. And I think 
they realize when we are divided before the rest of the world, our 
national interests are really hurt. 

I happen to be a Democrat. But we only have one President of 
the United States. He is going to be in office until January of 1989. 
His name is Ronald Reagan, and he is a Republican. And I hope he 
succeeds not because he is a Republican, but because he is the 
President of the United States. And you have challenged us to try 
to get back together, you have talked about the check and balance 
system. That is what the framers set up. That system works very 
well to assure accountability. 
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It also puts a special obligation on us to try to work cooperatively 
together. We have to work harder than they have to do in a 
Parliament system. We have to work harder, we have to reach out 
on this end of Pennsylvania Avenue, and the President has to reach 
out toward us. And the challenge that you have given us to do that, 
put aside being Republicans and Democrats, Members of Congress, 
members of the Executive Branch and work together for the Ameri¬ 
can people, is a challenge I hope we will take up. 

Senator Cohen and I talked on the floor of the Senate last night 
about our discussions with Senator Baker, the White House Chief 
of Staff, Mr. Carlucci and others, as we are working together trying 
to build a common approach toward how we deal as partners, the 
White House and the Congress, on sensitive national security mat¬ 
ters. I want you to know we have heard your challenge, we are 
going to work to meet it, we are going to work together for the 
American people. 

And while I haven’t stood up in my chair and applauded what 
you have said to this committee and what you have said to the 
country and the reassurances you have given to us as a public serv¬ 
ant, I hope you have felt not only my appreciation but the appre¬ 
ciation of the American people as well. I am sorry that I wasn’t 
able to resist making this speech, but I hope that the words I have 
spoken will help us meet the challenge you have given us. 

Thank you very much. 

Secretary Shultz. Thank you, Senator, for a very eloquent state¬ 
ment. 

Chairman Hamilton. Mr. Rodino. 

Mr. Rodino. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Secre¬ 
tary. 

Mr. Secretary, on the occasion of your January 17 meeting, I be¬ 
lieve that you made your views strongly known that the Iranian 
arms sale proposal was both unwise and illegal, and there was no 
doubt that you gave this statement and hoped, however, that to¬ 
gether with that, that you might have been brought into the proc¬ 
ess, and you have testified the other day that under the normal 
way that a Finding is produced, both legal and policy people look 
at it, the State Department, the Defense Department, and the At¬ 
torney General as the chief law enforcement officer. 

Let me ask you this: The Attorney General, did he participate in 
providing legal advice which you considered improper, unlawful? 

Secretary Shultz. No. As far as I can see, and as I have testified, 
I didn’t take part in meetings about that Finding. But nevertheless, 
the Attorney General was apparently part of that process, and the 
Finding that was produced was on its face a perfectly good docu¬ 
ment. 

Mr. Rodino. Well, did he provide- 

Secretary Shultz. To render a decision about it, or give a legal 
opinion about it, that is not for me to do. As far as I can see- 

Mr. Rodino. I asked whether or not he did give a legal opinion, 
because you stated that you considered that illegal and unwise. 

Secretary Shultz. I was not commenting about a Finding, be¬ 
cause I didn’t know there was one. I was commenting on the gener¬ 
al structure, and I was making a layman’s point that it seemed to 
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me there were legal problems connected with it which we have re¬ 
viewed, the Arms Export Control Act. 

Mr. Rodino. Well, wouldn’t a Finding- 

Secretary Shultz. And of course, if I had been told in that meet¬ 
ing that a Finding had been produced that satisfies that problem 
and the Attorney General has so ruled, 1 wouldn’t have made the 
argument I made. 

So, I guess about all that shows was that I wasn’t aware of the 
Finding. 

Mr. Rodino. But wouldn’t a Finding have been predicated on 
something you considered totally illegal and unwise in the first 
place, and therefore wouldn’t the Finding be flawed and wouldn’t 
you be interested in finding out whether or not there was a legal 
basis for that Finding? 


Secretary Shultz. Well, as I understand it, this is after the fact 
as people have given the legal reasoning of this Finding, that it is a 
proper conclusion under the circumstances or proper legal Finding 
that the Finding under the, whatever it is, the Intelligence Act, I 
guess it is, would make these arms sales legal, even though if it 
were just the Arms Export Control Act, they wouldn’t be legal. 

That is, as I understand it. Now, if we are going to get into a 
legal argument, I think I will bow out, but this is- 


Mr. Rodino. I don t want 


Secretary Shultz. This is the way the argument structures itself, 
as I understand it, and it is a perfectly good argument, and I think, 
as it has been recounted to me, goes back to a ruling made or an 
opinion given by the Attorney General back in 1981, a different At¬ 
torney General than Attorney General Meese. 

Mr. Rodino. Are you saying, Mr. Secretary, or do I understand 
you correctly that Attorney General Meese did give you his opinion 
as to whether the Finding was legal? 

Secretary Shultz. What I recounted to you was, A, what I got 
from discussion of this Finding subsequent to all of this was the fact 
that the Finding came out and as the nature of the Finding was 
explained. 

This is not something that I went through at the time, because I 
wasn’t involved in the development of the Finding. I didn’t know 
about it. But since that time, as it has come to light, and we have 
had discussions, the legal theory, I guess you would say, of the 
Finding has been explained and I guess it is solid, as I understand 
it. 


But you, in this, need somebody other than me to talk about the 
legalities. 

Mr. Rodino. Well, wasn’t the normal way as you testified yester¬ 
day that you be brought in as the Secretary of State, into the proc¬ 
ess of producing a Finding? 

Secretary Shultz. That is a different question and I think that 
the right way to produce a Finding is that the relevant—the agen¬ 
cies that are—certainly the ones who are statutory members of the 
National Security Council, and obviously the intelligence agencies, 
since they are going to be the operative in the covert action, consid¬ 
er both the policy side and the legal side of the action, and each 
department has its legal adviser or general counsel, and people to 
consider the policy side, and those things are developed, and then 
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it is put before the President and people say whatever they have to 
say about it and the President decides. That is the process. That 
process wasn't followed in this case. 

Mr. Rodino. In other words—— 

Secretary Shultz. That doesn’t make the Finding illegal. 

Mr. Rodino. In other words, you were cut out of the process at 
that point? 

Secretary Shultz. Yes. 

Mr. Rodino. Let me ask you, Mr. Secretary- 

Secretary Shultz. At least that is the way it seemed to me. I 
guess Admiral Poindexter has testified otherwise, but I certainly 
had no knowledge of that Finding. 

Mr. Rodino. Did you speak to the Attorney General on Novem¬ 
ber 20,1986? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, was that the date in which he inter¬ 
viewed me as he started his investigation? 

Mr. Rodino. No, that was not. The date on which he—he inter¬ 
viewed you on the 22nd. 

Secretary Shultz. Well, I would have to look at my records. I 
don’t know the answer offhand. But I have a record of my schedule 
on November 20th, and- 

Mr. Rodino. Did you say anything to Don Regan about having 
talked to the Attorney General? 

Secretary Shultz. I would have to look at my records and re¬ 
fresh my memory about my schedule on that date, and I have con¬ 
siderable records as I have testified, but I hesitate to just try to 
pull something out of the air here. 

Mr. Rodino. If I suggested to you that you did talk with Don 
Regan and Don Regan would testify to that, that you discussed 
with him your conversation with the Attorney General pointing 
out various discrepancies and various factual errors in presenta¬ 
tions that had been made, would you say that Don Regan is not 
telling us what actually transpired? 

Secretary Shultz. Don’t try to put words in my mouth. I am per¬ 
fectly ready to look at my records on November the 20th. It is just 
that I'm not humanly capable of remembering everything about 
every day, and I have to look and see, and I have testified probably 
about November 20th, so if you will give me a moment to get my 
records and look, if I had a record with Don Regan that day I will 
see that and I will remember it, and I did testify about one I think 
but I don’t remember whether it was November 20th or what day 
it was. 

Mr. Rodino. You testified that you learned of the Attorney Gen¬ 
eral’s inquiry on Friday, November 21st, 1986, you have testified to 
that. 

Secretary Shultz. Yes. 

Mr. Rodino. Could you tell me when you learned of this inquiry, 
whom you were told by that this inquiry was going to take place? 

Secretary Shultz. I don’t recall who literally told me, but it was 
some time in the late afternoon or early evening on Friday, it prob¬ 
ably came into my office that the Attorney General wanted to talk 
to me about an investigation that he was undertaking at the Presi¬ 
dent’s direction. 
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And so I agreed to meet with him, I think at 8 o’clock the next 
morning, which I did. That was a Saturday. It helps me a little to 
know the day of the week rather than the number, and I met with 
him I forget how long, an hour or so. 

Mr. Rodino. Mr. Secretary, in your testimony you emphasized 
the fact that if the President were presented with the correct facts, 
that he would make the right decision. 

Now, let me—let me first point to your chronology, which says 
that on November the 19th you had a discussion with the Presi¬ 
dent. You told him that we have been deceived and lied to, and you 
have to watch out about saying no arms for hostages. You remind¬ 
ed the President about McFarlane telling you about a planeload of 
arms would go to Iran if hostages were released. The President told 
you at that time that he knew of that. And this is just prior to his 
press conference that night. 

Now, my question to you is: Since you had expressed so strongly 
over a period of time that this sale of arms for hostages, sale of 
arms to Iran, is so wrong, could be a disaster, and the President 
was about to make a statement that night, a statement which 
would have enormous consequences, and you knew this didr t 
square with what you believed was correct, because you were be : ng 
lied to, you said we were being deceived—now, don’t you think that 
at that time, Mr. Secretary, either you should have suggested to 
the President, before you go on tonight there is this disparity, let 
us find out just who is right, who is telling you the truth, so that 
you can be saved from making such a terrible blunder in going 
before the American people and once more saying that you weren’t 
selling arms for hostages, and that we will not—because that is the 
statement he made that night. 

Now, I want to ask you, would that not have been a proper re¬ 
sponsibility on your part, knowing how deeply you felt and the 
enormous consequences of a President going before the American 
people and being looked upon as lying or deceiving them? 

Secretary Shultz. First of all, I want to comment on the Presi¬ 
dent’s soundness of judgment. 

I have worked with him closely now for 5 years as Secretary of 
State, and earlier, during the campaign, and in various other ca¬ 
pacities been with him as he has been doing things, and I have 
come to have a profound respect for his capacity to make good deci¬ 
sions and to be decisive. 

He is not a trimmer. He looks at something and he decides, takes 
a position. And at least as I have observed it, his positions have 
been good positions, and they have worked. 

So I consider the President—one of his outstanding attributes is 
his capacity for iudgment and his willingness to be decisive and 
stand up to the decisions he makes. And he has made a lot of un¬ 
popular decisions, as you know, and in many cases people now—the 
things that he thought or said are part of conventional wisdom, 
and they were very controversial at the time he made them. So I 
have a profound respect for his soundness of judgment. 

I didn’t agree with his judgment in this case. The discussions 
that I had during this very dramatic period between when I got 
back from Vienna in the early part of November—and I suppose 
beginning with that November 10th meeting, on through until the 
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revelation of the fund diversion, in that period—were very intense, 
and what we were differing about was not so much—was the per¬ 
ception. 

The President’s perception was that what he had authorized, and 
what he believed was taking place, was an initiative with respect 
to Iran, and there was the potential benefit from that of the re¬ 
lease of our hostages. 

And he had agreed—by this time the facts were more or less get¬ 
ting out—he had agreed that as a token—this is the way he looked 
at it—we should be willing to sell a small amount of arms. That is 
the President’s perception. 

My perception was agreeing with the general objective, that 
whenever I found out about anything specific, it was arms linked to 
hostages. 

Mr. Rodino. Mr. Secretary-^—- 

Secretary Shultz. So that it was a difference of perception, and 
we argued back and forth about that. 

Mr. Rodino. Mr. Secretary, you also, if I recall, stated that— 
these are not your exact words, but anyone looking at the record 
would agree that it was your position, which would be the position 
that everyone would see, and so I don’t know how it squares with 
what you say when you say, putting the facts before the President, 
he makes the right decision. 

Now, if you mean by saying the right decision he makes a deci¬ 
sion that he considers right because he was so involved, so im¬ 
mersed in the hostage cause—I could appreciate that. But it seems 
to me that you put the facts squarely there, and if you are saying 
that he would make the right decision, then I just don’t follow that 
reasoning. 

Secretary Shultz. So be it. You are as tough to persuade as the 
President is. 

Mr. Rodino. No, I just- 

Secretary Shultz. I can’t get through to you. 

Mr. Rodino. Mr. Secretary, I am just following logic. All I can con¬ 
clude is, very frankly, that the President was so immersed in the 
hostage cause, frankly, my opinion is that he was so sensitive to 
that issue, that no matter what you might have brought before 
him, I think that the President was going to come out saying that 
the presentation that was made, since he certainly didn’t go along 
with yours, no matter how strong it was, no matter how well you 
presented it, no matter how you said on the face of the record, no 
one else could agree otherwise, it seems to me that that is the only 
conclusion that can come out. 

Secretary Shultz. There was, Mr. Chairman, a very intense 
period between the early part of November, when the fact of an 
arms sale emerged, until whenever that date was that the Presi¬ 
dent publicly put forward the fact that there would be a fund di¬ 
version—what was that date—November 25th. 

Mr. Rodino. 25th. 

Secretary Shultz. So, you have got a space there of, say, 20 days. 
It was a very intense period, and during that period, I had a 
number of sessions with the President in meetings, hearings, brief¬ 
ings and commenting on it, in my own meeting trying to make my 
point of view clear, in a meeting with him after his press confer- 
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ence in saying why I thought various things that were said were 
not correct, and I carried my argument into others that I thought 
might have some effect, and I talked to Don Regan, and I don’t 
know whether that is the meeting you were talking about or not, 
but I tried in every way I could to present my point of view. 

Mr. Rodino. Mr. Secretary, I am not at all- 

Secretary Shultz. So, I did that. Let me finish up. 

Mr. Rodino. My .time- 

Secretary Shultz. Let me finish. And so, in this very intense 
period and in this space, I and perhaps others, I don’t know, but I 
was banging on the President very hard, and he came into this 
with a certain conception, but at one point, and this is not a long 
period of time, he apparently came to the conclusion—whether my 
comments had anything to do with it, I don’t know—that there was 
something wrong, and so, he got a hold of the Attorney General, 
and he told the Attorney General, “Look into it.” 

And in the space of, I think, about 3 days, the Attorney General 
turned up the essential facts that are still the essential facts that 
you are talking about. 

And as soon as the President saw the fund diversion, he immedi¬ 
ately made it public, and he instructed me and everybody else, let’s 
get out the facts, and we will just have to see where they take us. 

So, I think the President’s performance in this case—if you want 
to look around for a hero, I think in many respects it is Ronald 
Reagan, who recognized that he had been on a track and wanting 
something, and it didn’t work, and he got pounded on, and he con¬ 
ducted an investigation, and as soon as he saw anything, he made 
it public, and he instructed everybody, “We are not going to cover 
anything up, we are going to go forward and make it all available.” 

And I think that judgment on his part was a very good judg¬ 
ment. 

Mr. Rodino. Well, Mr. Secretary, my time is up, and I am going to 
conclude by saying that I know you made every effort. I was focus¬ 
ing on the President’s going to go before the American people on 
the night of the 19th, when you had vigorously then said, we are 
being deceived, and I would have thought that at that moment, the 
President of the United States, knowing that his Secretary of State 
fought so vigorously and presented the facts, and you say that 
when he is presented with the real facts, he will make a right deci¬ 
sion, that knowing that there was such a disparity between what 
you were saying, what Poindexter and others were presenting to 
the President, the President at that time, in my judgment, could 
have said, “Before I go before the American people, I want to 
know,” and I would have expected that at that moment, he would 
have called you in and everyone else in that was involved, and 
asked the pertinent question then, so that he would be spared all 
the damage that has now been visited on him. 

And I think, at least that is my thinking—if I had had a problem 
with my staff, with the people who are supposedly loyal to me, and 
there is such a wide disparity of thinking, I would want to know 
then, before I go once again before the American people and make 
a statement such as he aid that night. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Hamilton. Mr. Brooks. 




143 


Mr. Brooks. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Secretary, I want to express my appreciation for your re¬ 
freshingly candid testimony. These committees, we have sat 
through many days of testimony permeated with “I can’t remem¬ 
ber. It might have happened, I wouldn’t deny it, but I’m just not 
sure.” And they all have photographic memories, you know, those 
people do, so don’t feel bad about not remembering a few things. 
Even people with photographic memories can say “I don’t remem¬ 
ber” dozens of times. 

You have interjected a degree of honesty and integrity that has 
been sorely missing so far on the part of our witnesses and you 
were exactly right in your observation that trust is the coin of the 
realm. Our government will only work if that principle is accepted 
and practiced through all the branches, legislative, executive, judi¬ 
ciary, and those of us, like you and me, who have been around for 
a few years, through seven or eight Presidents, appreciate the 
wisdom of that advice more each year. And even though I may not 
always agree with your positions, I want you to know that I do ap¬ 
preciate your adherence to what you believe is fair and right, and 
your willingness to express your opinions openly, candidly, and 
your dedication to trying to make the established institutions of 
this government work for the benefit of all Americans. 

Now, Mr. Secretary, I want to particularly commend you on your 
courageous stand against the widespread use of lie detector tests to 
screen Federal workers for their loyalty. I was heartened to hear 
you say in December of ’85 that you would resign if you had been 
asked to submit to such a test, and you may know that I have op¬ 
posed for ye.' ' use of lie detector tests to screen employees. I 
think both ot us agree that the pseudo-science of Rube Goldberg 
ideas have no place in our efforts to protect national security and 
reliance on polygraph testing will ultimately harm and not en¬ 
hance our nation’s security, and they are particularly offensive to 
those subjected to them. As you pointed out December 20, 1985, the 
minute that this government—Fm told that I’m not trusted is the 
day that I leave. 

Mr. Secretary, I appreciate your stand on that issue and I must 
recall to you, maybe you didn’t hear it, but when I was opposing 
this in Congress, I suggested to the Members, who seemed dedicat¬ 
ed" to vote for it, that if it was any good at all, all their wives would 
have one. 

Now, Mr. Secretary, on another matter- 

Secretary Shultz. All this uneasy laughter around here. 

Mr. Brooks. Now, Mr. Secretary, when Elliott Abrams appeared 
before us in June, he told us that he misled the Congress about $10 
million the Sultan of Brunei tried to send to the Contras because 
ha said he wasn’t authorized to discuss that matter without going 
to you. That is his testimony of June 2d, page 193. He explained 
that the reason he wasn’t authorized to tell us the truth was be¬ 
cause your Department had given assurances of confidentiality to 
the Sultan in the process of soliciting that money. 

Now, did you or any other official of the Executive Branch in¬ 
struct Mr. Abrams not to testify truthfully in regard to this 
matter? 
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Secretary Shultz. Everybody in the government, certainly any¬ 
body that works for me, should know that they must not lie and 
must not mislead. Nobody has to get my permission to tell the 
truth. They must tell the truth. 

Now, in this case, Elliott had a piece of information that he could 
not reveal. To do so would have been a breach of faith with the 
country involved, and they had made—they had said that they 
would make this contribution on the understanding that it would 
be a confidential thing. They were going to contribute to the Free¬ 
dom Fighters. 

So there are all sorts of ways to handle it. When you are in a ses¬ 
sion, as Elliott found himself in, he wasn’t expecting to get ques¬ 
tioned about this, but it came I think on the afternoon of the day 
when there were these revelations, and he was questioned by vari¬ 
ous Senators on the Senate Select Committee, particularly Senator 
Bradley. I say this because I had a very long and a good conversa¬ 
tion with Senator Boren about all this. Among other things he said, 
he asked me if I would get the transcript and read it. 

And so I did that, both the first meeting with the Intelligence 
Committee and the second one. And I think that a perfectly accept¬ 
able thing, I imagine, to the committee, would have been to say, 
“Senator, I don't want to testify on this. I would like to come 
back,” or to say, “The State Department is authorized by law to 
make solicitations, as you know, and we have made a solicitation 
that we believe is successful, but I cannot reveal the name of the 
country because we have given a pledge of confidentiality.” That 
would have, I am sure, been quite satisfactory. There are all sorts 
of ways that you can respond with candor but without revealing 
the name. 

Elliott made a mistake, and he knows it. He knew it more or less 
right away. He discussed it with various people in the department, 
what to do. And he was told what to do is to go back to Senator 
Bradley and tell him. You don’t have to tell him the name of the 
country, but tell him, so you correct the record. 

In fairness, I didn’t—he didn’t lie, so to speak, directly. There 
wasn’t any way for a Senator there to ask him if he had solicited 
Brunei. There was no way for them to know to ask that question. 
But it was clear enough that they were asking him about solicita¬ 
tion, as I read the transcript at your suggestion. So he knew he 
made a mistake. And then he corrected it in a later meeting, and 
again you asked me to read the transcript, which I did, and I think 
I told you that I agreed that he made a combative apology. Elliott 
is a combative person. That is one of his endearing qualities as far 
as I am concerned; he is a fighter. 

But, anyway, he is full of remorse about this, and in my opinion, 
he is a first-class person, a person of high character, very able, a 
person with a real instinct for public service. He performed bril¬ 
liantly as the Assistant Secretary for Human Rights, a real driving 
force, and I think he has performed brilliantly in his current job, 
which is a very, very tough job. So I have said that I think that he 
should continue in that job and continue to contribute. And he rec¬ 
ognizes that he has a rebuilding job to do. 
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And I have talked to some of you, actually, individually about it, 
and I hope that you will join in the effort to help him rebuild, be¬ 
cause he is a good guy. 

Mr. Brooks. Well, Mr. Secretary- 

Secretary Shultz. And the people who are really well qualified 
and have an instinct for public service are rare enough. You want 
to save them. So that is my feeling about Elliott Abrams. 

Mr. Brooks. I figured it would be. 1 did not sign the recommen¬ 
dation by a large number of Members of Congress that they 
remove him from office. I, personally, do not agree with your high 
regard for him. 1 thought he made a fatal* error as far as his useful¬ 
ness to your administration, but that is your choice the way I look 
at it. You want him, you got him. 

But I would say if he thinks he is combative, I want him to come 
back. 

I have one more question for you. I wish you well. Last week I 
pointed out to Admiral Poindexter that the North-Secord-Hakim 
operation, with which you are vaguely familiar now, bought $11.5 
million of weapons from Monzer Alkassar, a Syrian arms merchant 
linked to various terrorist groups. Admiral Poindexter indicated 
that that doesn’t disturb him because it is just a fact of life in car¬ 
rying out covert operations. 

In fact he told us the other day when you are buving arms on 
the third-world market, you often have to deal with people you 
might not want to go to dinner with. Mr. Secretary, does it disturb 
you that agents of the U.S. Government were purchasing weapons 
from a terrorist supporter to carry out what they claimed was a 
government policy of giving those arms to other terrorists? 

Secretary Shultz. First of all, somehow it grates on me to say 
that those people were agents of the U.S. Government. But certain¬ 
ly— 

Mr. Brooks. I understand your concern about that. 

Secretary Shultz. I am opposed to terrorism. We all are opposed 
to terrorism, and we don’t want to have any dealings, if we can 
help it, that in any way contribute to the resources that terrorists 
have. So I would say—I have forgotten exactly how you phrased 
your question, yes or no, depending on the phraseology—I am 
against it. 

Mr. Brooks. I want to say that I enjoyed visiting with you and 
you are a delightful witness, and we appreciate your being here. I 
yield back the balance of my time, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Hamilton. Without objection, the following exhibits 
will be made part of the record, JMP-114, GPS chronologies A 
through C; and GPS-165. 

Chairman Hamilton. The joint hearings will resume at 2:00 
o'clock. 

[Whereupon, at 12:30 p.m., the Select Committees recessed, to re¬ 
convene at 2:00 p.m., the same day.] 

AFTERNOON SESSION 

The Select Committees met, pursuant to recess, at 2:00 p.m., in 
room 2172, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Lee H. Hamilton 
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(chairman of the House Select Committee) and Hon. Daniel K. 
Inouye (chairman of the Senate Select Committee) presiding. 

Chairman Hamilton. The joint hearings Will come'to order. 

Senator Inouye. 

Chairman Inouye. I am pleased to recognize Senator Mitchell. 

Mr. Mitchell. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Secretary, good afternoon. 

Yesterday, Senator Rudman asked you about the nine-point plan 
that was negotiated in October of 1986 by Mr. Hakim and the Ira¬ 
nians. 

Colonel North said he obtained Admiral Poindexter’s approval of 
the plan, Admiral Poindexter said to the best of his recollection he 
obtained the President’s approval. 

Under that plan, one American hostage would be released defi¬ 
nitely and an effort would be made to get one other. That is why it 
was called one and a half in the plan. 

In exchange, the United States agreed to provide 500 TOW mis¬ 
siles to Iran, some HAWK spare parts, and certain intelligence in¬ 
formation. 

And in addition, before the American hostage was to be released, 
Mr. Hakim was to provide to the Iranians a plan for the release of 
17 terrorists held in jail in Kuwait. 

Those are the so-called Dawa terrorists who had been convicted 
of bombing the United States and the French Embassies in Kuwait, 
killing four people and injuring 87 more. 

Yesterday you said that it was that part of the plan that made 
you sick to your stomach and when you told the President about it, 
it made him madder than you had ever seen him before. 

Now, Colonel North defended this provision in the plans. When 
Senator Rudman asked him how could we possibly be advocating in 
some way that they be released, Colonel North replied: “I don’t be¬ 
lieve that what I was talking about was an advocacy for release.” 

And he went on to say, “The fact is that those people were going 
to come to be released anyway, and I believe they will because his¬ 
tory is a precedent in that particular part of the world and with 
those kinds of groups and there ought to be some benefit derived 
from that for us.” 

Now, when Mr. Dunbar reported to you on his meeting with the 
Iranians on December 13 of 1986, he wrote a memorandum, and I 
quote a part of it now, it is exhibit 50 in your book. I will read one 
paragraph from it. 

On the U.S. role regarding the Dawa prisoners, Mr. Dunbar 
wrote, “Poindexter told Cave that he personally had asked the Ku- 
waits to do something about the Dawa prisoners. Cave believes that 
Poindexter met with the Kuwaiti Foreign Minister here in the fall 
and may have seen him in the region at some point as well. North 
also met with the Kuwaiti Ambassador and perhaps with other for¬ 
eign ministry officials as well.” 

Now, of course, if Poindexter or North or both met with the Ku¬ 
waitis and asked them to do something about the Dawa terrorists, 
that would be an advocacy for release. 

So my question to you is: Do you have any information, other 
than Mr. Dunbar’s memorandum to you, on whether Admiral Poin- 
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Dawa terrorists? 

Secretary Shultz. What I know is what Mr. Dunbar reported 
and the information I received from Mr. Gates at the CIA when I 
brought it up and asked if they had possession of a piece of paper 
on this that I should look at, he found one and sent it to me. And 
what contacts had actually been made, I didn’t know, but after my 
meeting with the President and after finding out what additional¬ 
ly I could, I felt that whether there was, had been a contact or not, 
I wanted to give reassurance to the Government of Kuwait that 
whatever anybody might have said to them, the policy of the 
United States remained as it had been and so I sent a cable to him 
saying that. 

Mr. Mitchell. I see. 

Now, your meeting with the President occurred just 2 months 
after the plan was negotiated, and according to Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter, after it was approved by the President. You have said you 
told the President about it on a Sunday morning, and he reacted 
very negatively. 

My next question is: Based upon your knowledge of the President 
and your personal observation of him during that meeting, are you 
convinced that the President could not have approved that plan in 
October, just 2 months before that? 

Secretary Shultz. Absolutely. 

Mr. Mitchell. Now, you talked yesterday- 

Secretary Shultz. And I would say, Senator, that any self-re¬ 
specting person working for a President, if he were going to make 
such a proposal to the President has a responsibility to point it up 
to the President what is involved, because it clearly would be a 
gross violation of everything that we had said and stood for. 

So, if—and I have no idea what Admiral Poindexter did or didn’t 
do, but if he were to have undertaken that at all, that sense of re¬ 
sponsibility, he had an obligation to make sure that the President 
understood fully what he was talking about, and I know that that 
couldn’t possibly have happened. 

Mr. Mitchell. Well, I believe all of the members of the commit¬ 
tee share the concern you have, and what you indicated the Presi¬ 
dent expressed over any efforts to release the Dawa terrorists. 
Indeed, it is clear that one of the purposes of the taking of Ameri¬ 
can hostages in Lebanon is by groups who seek to use them to 
obtain the release of these terrorists who, as I noted earlier, had 
been convicted of bombing an American Embassy, and that is one 
of the reasons why I asked those questions. 

Now, I want to go on to another subject. You talked yesterday 
about how information had been kept from you, primarily by Ad¬ 
miral Poindexter. I think there is more to it than that. In February 
of 1985, the President met with the Head of State of a country that 
has been identified by number here, and during the course of that 
meeting, the President was informed that nation was contributing 
$25 million to aid the Contras. 

Mr. McFarlane testified that immediately after that meeting, 
you and he met with the President for a debriefing on the meeting 
with the—that the President had with the Chief of State. Am I cor¬ 
rect that such a meeting occurred and in it, the President did not 
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tell us that he had been informed during that meeting of the con 
tribution? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, I don’t remember the details of that set 
of events, but I believe that the first that I heard of this contribu¬ 
tion was in a telephone call in the middle of June in 1986. 

Mr. Mitchell. Now, as you testified yesterday, you did not know 
about the Findings that had been signed by the President authoriz¬ 
ing the Iran initiative. The first of them was signed by the Presi¬ 
dent on December 5, 1985. 

You met with the President on December 7, 1985, with other offi¬ 
cials, and you have described that meeting in some length about 
how you vigorously opposed the Iran initiative. Am I correct that 
the President did not then tell you that he had signed a Finding 
authorizing the sale of arms to Iran 2 days before that meeting? 

Secretary Shultz. I believe that the President has said that he has 
no recollection of signing such a Finding, and there is no copy 
in existence, so—but he didn’t inform me of signing it, but he has 
said that he has no recollection of doing so himself. 

Mr. Mitchell. Admiral Poindexter has testified that he was per¬ 
sonally present when the President signed it. 

Secretary Shultz. Yes, I understand that. All I can do is report 
the things that have been said. 

Mr. Mitchell. All right. 

Then, we will go on to the next Finding, which occurred on Janu¬ 
ary 6. The President signed a second Finding on January 6, 1986, 
and on the following day, met with you and the other principals of 
the National Security Council to discuss the Iran initiative. 

And am I correct that the President did not tell you then that he 
had signed a Finding on this matter on the day before? 

Secretary Shultz. That is correct. 

Mr. Mitchell. And then, on January 17, the President signed a 
third Finding on Iran, and that same day, in the afternoon, met 
with you. Did the President—am I correct in my understanding 
that on that afternoon, the President did not tell you that he had 
signed a third Finding on the Iran initiative on that very day? 

Secretary Shultz. To the best of my recollection, the first I 
heard of the January 17 Finding was in the briefing on these mat¬ 
ters on the 10th of November. 

Mr. Mitchell. Well, my point is with all due respect, Mr. Secre¬ 
tary, it wasn’t just Admiral Poindexter who was keeping you in the 
dark, was it? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, if the thrust of your question is that the 
President was part of an effort to see that I didn’t know what was 
going on, I don t believe that. 

Mr. Mitchell. No, that is a conclusion. 

Secretary Shultz. Yes, that is right. 

Mr. Mitchell. I think my point is that the President signed 
three Findings relating to Iran. 

Secretary Shultz. He signed two that we know of for sure, and 
another that if he signed it in Admiral Poindexter’s presence, it ap¬ 
parently didn’t register with him very well, at least he doesn’t re¬ 
member it. And, quite possibly, the President assumed that some¬ 
how or other there was a process of discussion going on that wasn’t 
in fact going on. 
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I am just speculating. But I don't know. 

Mr. Mitchell. In any event- 

Secretary Shultz. I have a relationship with the President such 
that I don’t think he is out to deceive me. 

Mr. Mitchell. No, and I certainly didn’t mean to suggest that. 
My point was that the President, for whatever reason, did not 
inform you that he had signed these Findings, even though you 
participated in discussions with him regarding the Iran initiative, 
we’ll take just the last two, on one occasion, or the very same day 
and on the other the day after. 

Secretary Shultz. He didn’t inform me and ne ther did any of 
the other people involved. 

Mr. Mitchell. Well- 

Secretary Shultz. But I - 

Mr. Mitchell. I won’t draw any conclusions. 

Secretary Shultz. I’m not accepting the conclusion that some¬ 
how the President was deceiving me. I don’t accept that. 

Mr. Mitchell. I want to make clear I’m not suggesting collusion. 
I guess all I’m suggesting is I think in fairness to Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter, I think the events as described and as they occurred could 
have led him to conclude that it was the President's wish that you 
not be informed since he knew that the President had signed the 
Findings; he knew that you were Secretary of State and had par¬ 
ticipated in discussions on these matters almost contemporaneous 
with the Findings, and chose not to tell you about them. 

Secretary Shultz. I think it is equally arguable or maybe more 
so given my knowledge of the President that he assumed that what 
was happening I was aware of. 

Mr. Mitchell. I accept that. 

On another matter, in preparation for the President’s conference 
in November of 1986, Colonel North testified that he and others 
prepared some questions and proposed answers for the President’s 
use. One of them asked the question: Has this initiative with Iran 
had any positive effect? And the proposed answer was: Yes, there 
have been a number of positive effects. Although it is too soon to 
give a complete assessment, we have seen a marked reduction in 
Iranian-sponsored terrorism over the last 18 months. The same ar¬ 
gument was made here forcefully that one of the successes of this 
initiative was a marked reduction in such terrorism. 

Do you agree with that conclusion? 

Secretary Shultz. No, I don’t. I think that Iran continued to 
practice terrorism. It’s, I think, possible to argue that it had dimin¬ 
ished somewhat with respect to the Americans, but I have argued 
here earlier that terrorism is something you have to fight on an 
international basis, and you can’t get yourself in the position of 
saying that I'm going to in effect buy some protection for myself at 
the expense of somebody else. We are in this together, in a civilized 
world, and we have to fight it together, and there cure quite a few 
instances, somebody here had a list yesterday, I forget, Chairman 
Fascell, that you can point to. For example, I mentioned yesterday 
the Iranian group going to the Hqj that was caught with a fairly 
large amount of plastic bomb material, but there are other ex¬ 
amples, some directed against Americans. 
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There were three hostages taken in October, I believe, in Beirut, 
and in one way or another, I think it's quite probable that the. Ira¬ 
nians had something to do with it, although it’s always difficult to 
pin it down exactly. 

Mr. Mitchell. I have a brief comment. You, sir, have been in 
four cabinet positions, you have dealt with the Congress many 
years, you have testified before congressional committees several 
times. Have you ever felt it necessary to lie to the Congress to do 
your job? 

Secretary Shultz. No. 

Mr. Mitchell. Do you believe lying to the Congress is justified? 

Secretary Shultz. No. 

Mr. Mitchell. Well, Mr. Secretary, I just want to conclude by 
joining my colleagues in thanking you for your testimony, particu¬ 
larly your forthrightness. You must know, or if you don’t you 
should, that you have the respect of most, if not all Members of 
Congress. I don’t know how much good that will do you given the 
view many Americans hold of the Congress right about now, but 
that respect is there and I wanted to express it and thank you for 
your testimony. 

Secretary Shultz. Thank you. 

Chairman Hamilton. Mr. Courier. 

Mr. Courter. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Secretary, what I would like to do is make a few brief obser¬ 
vations and comments and then ask you if you want to comment 
on them as I finish, because I have a very short period of time, as 
you know. 

Mr. Secretary, I share, as you probably can suspect, your com¬ 
plete and profound respect and admiration for the President of the 
United States, and I think one of the reasons I do have that respect 
is because he is an individual that can make decisions, and I re¬ 
member one witness said sometimes you have just lousy options. I 
would imagine when you are President, sometimes your options are 
lousy, but this President can make a decision even when some of 
those decisions are very tough. 

And also even if the information is less than perfect, Presidents 
have to, I think, make decisions based on imperfect information, 
and also I would observe that I think the hearings have demon¬ 
strated that even Presidents of the United States don’t know that 
which they haven’t been told. And it seems to me one of the les¬ 
sons learned here is that Presidents should be informed of very 
sensitive information and very sensitive decisions. 

An observation that I have with respect to your comments be¬ 
tween the State Department and NSC, in my recollection, that 
other administrations have had similar problems, not similar prob¬ 
lems but have had difficulty in having these two organizations 
work together, maybe that is inherent. Hopefully, in the future it 
would not have to be so. 

And I think you, yourself, comments—I believe it was in 1971 
President Nixon commissioned Henry Kissinger to open up the 
China Initiative, and it is my understanding Bill Rogers, the then- 
Secretary of State, was kept in the dark about that particular 
plight. 
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Also I might mention that a great deal has been said by all wit¬ 
nesses about Central America, about the Resistance, about Nicara¬ 
gua, and I would just point out the most recent figures from the 
Defense Department shows that the Soviet Union and the Warsaw 
Pact countries have given the Sandinistas in Nicaragua $300 mil¬ 
lion of military equipment since this committee started its work. 
That is so far this year and totals over $2 billion, which is some¬ 
thing I think we should keep in perspective. 

I, a number of days ago, and often, talk about the need for people 
to distinguish between policy and tactics. Sometimes we call one 
that is the other and the other that is the former. And I would like 
to read a couple parts of what I think is a remarkable article by 
Ariel Sharon of Israel. He . as a Defense Minister. He was a Minis¬ 
ter in the Cabinet for about 10 years, and I am sure you know him. 
He wrote, I think, a remarkable article in January of this year and 
said a couple of profound things. In this clarity that must come by 
Members of Congress and all people in distinguishing between 
one’s tactic and one's policy, I think sometimes we could equate it 
to a battlefield commander in a battle: Merely because the troops 
are withdrawn a kilometer for rest and for resupply and regroup¬ 
ing, later to move on, doesn’t mean that that one kilometer retreat 
establishes the policy of retreat. 

Mr. Sharon indicated in the article that “In November, 1983, 
Israel released 4,500 terrorists captured in Lebanon, an additional 
98 other terrorists serving prison terms, in order to gain the re¬ 
lease of six Israelis.” He goes on and says “Eighteen months later, 
I supported the government’s decision to free an additional 1,127 
PLO terrorists, most serving terms for sabotage and murder, in ex¬ 
change for three additional Israeli lives.” He goes on and says that 
“for us no human life is expendable; even if we are talking about a 
single captured soldier, we will not cease our efforts until he is 
returned. 

“During Israel’s long and ceaseless war on terrorism—and I 
might editorially add—no one can say Israel is soft on terrorism—"I 
have always viewed these unhappy decisions as tactical retreats 
aimed at saving lives without changing overall strategy. Tactical 
retreats are acceptable in a long ana tough war if it remains clear 
to the enemy that he will eventually be punished. 

“But the war on international terrorism,” and I read on a little 
bit further in the article, “must be waged internationally, and no 
nation,” he says, “played a greater role in this strategic effort than 
the United States under Ronald Reagan.” 

He indicated two incidences: Number one is the capture of the 
terrorists who killed, in cold blood, a crippled American onboard 
the Achille Lauro, Mr. Klinghoffer, during that episode that we 
found out who they were, located them and Drought down an Egyp¬ 
tian plane to bring them to justice; and he refers also to the bomb¬ 
ing in April of Muammar Qadhafi’s terrorist camps. 

He goes on and says, “In this context, I understand President 
Reagan’s decision to supply American weapons to Iran in exchange 
for hostages not only as a strategic step but also as a humanitarian 
one. The United States, like Israel, several yeais ago faced the di¬ 
lemma of having no realistic alternative to the task of freeing its 
citizens.” 
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He indicated that he was receiving reports about William Buck- 
ley, as you did many, many months ago, that he was being tor¬ 
tured. He said his reports indicated that his eyes were plugged out, 
and finally murdered to cover up the crimes to the American 
people. 

He said, “I am convinced that this American tactical retreat of 
sending limited quantities of arms to try to free the hostages does 
not signal a fundamental change in the Reagan-Shultz policy of an 
iron fist against terror.” 

And let me go on, if I would, Mr. Secretary. Terrorism, I think, is 
a fundamental part of these hearings. International terrorism 
brought down probably one President and perhaps brought down 
another. It has a great deal to do with the origins of these hear¬ 
ings. And terrorism, as everybody knows, is just not wanton, irra¬ 
tional killing of people; it is the killing or the capture of innocents 
to further a particular policy goal. 

What I'm concerned about to a degree—and maybe you can com¬ 
ment on this when I finish, it will only take me another few min¬ 
utes—I’m just wondering whether it's time now for this committee 
to talk about the future, as to what type of a counterterrorist 
policy the United States has so a third President, the one that is 
elected in 1988 and starts serving in 1989, is not brought down or 
politically injured by terrorist activities. 

It would, I think, Mr. Secretary, be a mistake if these hearings 
showed that secrecy is unimportant. I think it does show that it 
does have a valid place even in democracies and even in democra¬ 
cies we cannot expose everything and every operation at all times. 

Certainly, however, these hearings I think have demonstrated 
that dealing for hostages for arms has been folly. I think it has 
been exposed as a folly. 

In practice, trading has meant first, I think, extraordinary na¬ 
tional embarrassment for the United States and the President of 
the United States, and also the inevitable, more hostages. It has 
been brought out in these hearings there’s more now, in that part 
of the world, Americans than there were before. Hostages regretta¬ 
bly are a renewable resource, and hostage-taking has been proved a 
powerful weapon by some governments who don't have the type of 
moral fiber that many governments have. 

When we give in, in my mind, to terrorist demands, there can be 
no other message. A collapse even though it is for moral reasons is 
still a collapse and will appear such to the terrorists. 

Before 1981, Mr. Secretary, I never felt that we had a stated 
counterterrorist policy in this country, but I think because of your 
work and the work of the President, we did have a strong state¬ 
ment and we did some pretty remarkable things that there thereto¬ 
fore considered unusual and perhaps excessive. 

What I would like you to address, perhaps this forum is not the 
best one, but this committee certainly to discuss is a reaffirmation 
of the counterterrorist policy that tnis nation must have for the 
future. 

We need I think a renewal of our determination to see, as 
Ronald Reagan says, that terrorists can run, but they cannot hide. 

I am disturbed to read in the press that a white paper on Abu 
Nidal’s Eastern European Mediterranean supporters has not been 
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published. I regret the apparent willingness to normalize relations 
with Syria, because one of many groups that protects Abu Nidal 
has indicated that he will return his headquarters to Damascus. 

I was frankly astonished to see the Defense Department’s annual 
book, "Soviets Military Power," which I think is extremely impor¬ 
tant to publish each year, last year had a long section called 
"Soviet Support of Terrorism” and this year includes but one para¬ 
graph, small as it is, retitled "The USSR and Low-Intensity Con¬ 
flict,” I think a retreat. 

I think the United States needs clarity for the future with regard 
to terrorism. It is as if sometimes Soviet grenades were not found 
in the Istanbul synagogue or Bulgarian grenades were not used in 
the Rome and Vienna airport attacks, or the Polish machine gun 
pistols were not the hallmark of Abu Nidal operations, almost each 
and every one of them. 

It is as if Czech plastic explosives called suntacs had no place in 
the Syrian bomb given to a pregnant woman who then went on and 
boarded an El A1 flight to London and had not been found in half a 
dozen uncovered arsenals and bombs throughout Europe. 

You would think that the network of some 40 training camps 
throughout the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe, much publicized 
a few years ago, had almost suddenly gone away. 

We had a strong policy in 1981 and 1982. I think what we have 
to have is a restatement of that policy and movement in the future. 

People have different solutions to international terrorism. It is 
easy to come up with easy suggestions like increasing your intelli¬ 
gence-gathering capabilities. 

I have heard that ad nauseam in Congress and other places, but 
I think we have to do more and I know you agree. I think we have 
to get the cooperation of allies in other nations to fight terrorism. 

Those are easy things to say and perhaps not easy to do, but they 
are soft. 

I think four things should be considered, each one of these four is 
difficult, you may comment on them now of at some other time.. 

One, that a President should be required to suffer publicly as 
little as possible when there is an American held captive. 

Number two, we should make use of options of forceable arrest 
to bring killers back to the United States. 

Also, I would suggest that we should train new unique special 
forces, a counterterrorist strike force for the purpose chiefly of 
making arrests and abducting terrorists in different parts of the 
world and bringing them to justice. 

Also, I think we have to continue the use of international bound¬ 
aries and also make use more frequently of punitive strikes against 
known terrorist camps with the avoidance of civilian deaths. 

One last thing you may comment as my time expires, the Con¬ 
gress of the United States and this panel has had great fun in sug¬ 
gesting that it is a shame that the State Department was cut out, 
that there was an effort by people in the administration not to give 
you full information on areas of foreign policy, and I agree with 
that. 

But you may want to comment on the attempts of the Congress 
to cut out the State Department, because I know you have com¬ 
mented on before, there has been incidences where Members of 
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Congress demanding to meet heads of state excluding the Secretary 
of State, excluding the Ambassadors that you send there, excluding 
the State Department all together. 

So if the Congress is going to be consistent in demonstrating 
moral outrage of the State Department being cut out of one area, it 
seems to me to be consistent we should, when we meet with heads 
of state, embrace the fact that the State Department should be 
there as well as not cut them out. 

I know that is a lot in a short period of time. If you want to com¬ 
ment, please do and if you want to wait for another day and read 
what I said, I can understand. 

Thank you very much. 

Secretary Shultz. I see that the red light is on, so I know that 
you don’t want me to take time. 

I welcome your emphasis on the importance of the problem of 
terrorism and I welcome your sense that one of the things we need 
to do now is to focus on substantive issues and that is certainly one 
of them. 

We do have a strong policy and implementation of it, as you 
noted, and we made further progress at the Venice summit, the 
President did in his discussions there, and so all of those things are 
very much to the good. 

I would be glad to welcome a chance to talk with you further 
about it and do welcome very much your strong support for the De¬ 
partment of State. 

Chairman Hamilton. Mr. Foley. 

Mr. Foley. Mr. Secretary, I think we could benefit from question¬ 
ing as long as you are able to stay, but we have a schedule that 
anticipates your conclusion of testimony this afternoon and to 
make my contribution to that I will defer any questioning. 

Let me join with other colleagues to express to you our apprecia¬ 
tion for your testimony, which I think have ben extraordinarily 
candid and forthcoming and is extremely valuable to this commit¬ 
tee and we are in your debt, sir. 

Chairman Hamilton. Mr. Foley, I want to thank you for setting 
such a good example for the committee. 

Mr. Stokes? 

Mr. Stokes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I am sorry I have to be an exception to the rules established by 
Mr. Foley. 

Mr. Secretary, my own personal association with you here in 
Congress goes back to 1969 when you were Secretary of Labor in 
the administration of President Nixon. 

Over the years, you have appeared before us on several of the 
committees on which I have served, so we have come to know one 
another very well over the years. 

While on occasions we have disagreed on government policy, we 
have always been able to disagree without being disagreeable. 

In fact, I want to say publicly that I have great respect for you 
personally. 

After listening over the last 10 weeks to Government officials 
who espouse running our Government, lies, deceit, deception, and 
withholding of information, your testimony is indeed refreshing. 
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As a public official, your moral principles and your personal in¬ 
tegrity are a comfort to those of us who believe that public service 
is a high crdling that demands conduct commensurate with that 
office. 

Now, Mr. Secretary, during the course of our hearings, we have 
received testimony from several witnesses who unashamedly told 
us how they shredded and destroyed Government documents rela¬ 
tive to our inquiry, thus depriving this committee and the Nation 
of vital evidence about the Iran-Contra affair. 

Colonel North, in particular, boasted that the Government had 
given him a shredder for a reason. He found it unexceptional that 
he should be shredding documents in the presence of two assistant 
attorneys general who were in the process of investigating his ac¬ 
tivities. 

Admiral Poindexter testified that he destroyed the December 5, 
1985 Finding, a key link in the chain of accountability for the Iran 
operation. 

Mr. Secretary, can you tell us what is your policy at the Depart¬ 
ment concerning the shredding of Government documents, and par¬ 
ticularly documents signed by the President of the United States? 

Secretary Shultz. I can't give you chapter and verse off the top 
of my head about the filing system of the State Department, but I 
know that we are very concerned about historical records, and we 
preserve them, there is a historian's office which publishes docu¬ 
ments periodically, and we believe that it is an important part of 
the job to maintain that record, so that in the future people can 
read it and scholars can look at it and we can all learn from expe¬ 
rience as best as possible. 

Obviously you can’t save everything that you have, and so you 
have to get rid of some things that aren’t needed or whose time has 
passed and so you shred documents. 

I guess you must do that here as well. 

It is also true that at posts we, particularly posts that are in a 
* tough area such as in Beirut, that we don't want the post to have 
on file information that would, if captured, be a problem. And so 
we basically take the view that we should have the memory banks, 
so to speak, here rather than there, and they are instructed to 
shred documents after they have read them and used them. 

But basically I think, in response to your question, I think it is 
an important function as the process of Government goes ok to pre¬ 
serve the records so that the future can do as much as possible of 
learning from the past, and that is something that we try to do, and 
that is why the Historian’s Office is there, that is why we have an 
Archivist for the Government as a whole and pay a lot of attention 
to those records. 

Mr. Stokes. Mr. Secretary, wouldn’t you also say, in line with 
your earlier comments about separating intelligence from policy 
functions, that one of the faults of the NSC staff was that it was 
both the staff element and the operational element for the Iranian 
initiative and for the Contra-supply operation; that is, didn’t the 
merging of those two functions create the conflicts and miscalcula¬ 
tions, the short-sightedness and the mistakes that these hearings so 
amply detailed? 
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Secretary Shultz. Well, I’ve said I think there is a problem when 
intelligence is mixed in with operations. That is as distinct from 
operations having staff work done for them. They have to have 
staff work done for them. But the mixing of the task of gathering, 
sorting out, analyzing intelligence, I think, is something that we 
ought to separate from operations. Not that people in the oper¬ 
ations don't look at intelligence and they may accept it or not, tney 
have their own ideas, and should, but nevertheless I think to keep 
the functions separate is an important thing, and I believe there 
are instances in the set of events that you are examining that show 
the nature of the problem that comes when you mix the two things 
together, or can come. 

Mr. Stokes. Mr. Secretary, would you agree with me that if the 
United States launches a covert operation which is authorized by 
the President after receiving the full advice of his National Securi¬ 
ty Council, it is in the best interests of the United States to use 
Government professionals to conduct these operations? 

Let me tell you, I ask this because what we have had described 
to us by Colonel North was an effort to develop sort of a mini-CIA 
outside the Government. He spoke of a layer, another layer of gov¬ 
ernment with funds that were not appropriated by Congress, funds 
that were not subject to audit. It was run by private citizens who 
were interested in making money in the course of operation whose 
knowledge of and adherence to U.S. policy was dubious, whose con¬ 
cern for the chain of command up through the President was less 
than convincing and whose accountability to anyone in the U.S. 
Government, the President, the Congress or the NSC itself, was 
practically nil. 

So I would ask you as the official of the U.S. Government respon¬ 
sible for the execution of our foreign policy, including the coordina¬ 
tion of our covert policy, whether such an operation is in the best 
interests of the United States? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, as I understood the premise of your 
v* v-stion stated at the beginning, it was the question of whether or 
not operations, covert operations or other important things to be * 
done by the Government should be conducted by professionals. I be¬ 
lieve that we want to get the conduct of our government done by 
the best people possible, and career people, who I guess is what you 
mean by professionals, have a £reat deal to offer. 

We have access to the historical memory. They are very high-cal¬ 
iber people and dedicated people. But I don’t think that means that 
they should do everything, by a long shot. There are Americans 
from all walks of life that get drawn into the work of our govern¬ 
ment, and it provides often a real lift, and I think we need to have 
the criterion that we want the best person possible to do the job as 
best we can do it, and sometimes that is career professionals. It is 
almost always the case that career professionals can help greatly. 

I think also we should not want to rule out at all the use of pri¬ 
vate citizens in connection with government missions. It is a ques¬ 
tion of picking the right ones and defining the mission adequately, 
and so on. 

I have done missions for both President Ford and President 
Reagan as a private citizen. I have chaired task forces under Presi¬ 
dent Eisenhower, under President Kennedy, under President John- 



157 


son as a private citizen, so I have done a lot of that myself, and I 
thought I did it reasonably. So I think you have to sort of try to get 
things done in the best way you can. 

Mr. Stokes. I suppose I really— 

Secretary Shultz. But I feel that some of those involved, like Mr. 
Ghorbanifar, had a very bad history, as recorded in the informa¬ 
tion that we had available about him, just to take one of the indi¬ 
vidual names. 

Mr. Stokes. I suppose maybe I should have pointed my question 
more in the area of covert type of operations where we are talking 
about a highly specialized area. Would your answer be different if I 
had posed the question in terms of covert operations? 

Certainly I realize that under ordinary circumstances, historical¬ 
ly we have certainly utilized our best talents, our best minds, in 
terms of our private citizens to help our government, but in the 
area of covert operations, a highly specialized area, what would 
your answer be? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, there are certain specialties that people 
train for and that don’t exist in the private sector and do exist in 
government, certain things in special operations, for example, so 
that you want to turn to the people who are trained for it. And if 
you are talking about a covert operation, obviously you are keeping 
it secret and you must apply a need-to-know kind of rule to it so 
that it stays that way, and that clearly restricts the number of 
people who are going to be involved, and you probably must rely on 
those who are professionally involved and able to do it. 

Mr. Stokes. You’ve talked to us, Mr. Secretary, about the neces¬ 
sity to separate intelligence activities from policy activities. One of 
the things I have noted, being on the Intelligence Committee of the 
House, is the CIA operation officers often are placed in the position 
of advocating the President’s covert action programs to the Con¬ 
gress. It has always seemed to me to be more appropriate for the 
Department of State or the White House to give an explanation of 
the policy behind a covert action and leave to the CIA the details 
of how it would be accomplished, but I can say to you that so often 
we find that the lead witness that comes before us is a CIA official, 
and in most instances, the State Department officials rarely speak 
up and leave the presentation of the testimony to that lead witness 
from the CIA. 

So I guess my question is, shouldn’t those roles really be re¬ 
versed? 

Secretary Shultz. I believe there are two parts to a typical 
covert operation. One part is—a covert operation is a method. It is 
not an objective; it is a method. It is a method to implement some¬ 
thing you are trying to achieve. And so you have to start with the 
policy. What is the policy that we are trying to achieve through 
this method? And what other methods might there be to achieve 
it? 

I think it is a reasonable argument to say that the use of covert 
actions is not something that you want to do too much of, so you 
look for other ways to achieve the objective you are trying to 
achieve, and presumably that foreign policy objective is discussed, 
and I think quite properly the State Department usually, whoever 
is speaking for us on that occasion, should describe it. Then when 
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the covert operation gets going, I think the Congress wants, proper¬ 
ly so, to be kept abreast of what is taking place so you know how 
this means that is being used is being implemented. 

In that case, the people who are directly involved are the people 
doing the implementing, and so I think it is rather natural that 
they should be the ones who would tell you about that. 

So there is a mixture of policy and implementation, and who will 
have the most to say that is worth listening to at a given time will 
depend upon the stage of the operation, although in the procedures 
that are in operation, an interagency group stays posted on what is 
going on in the various covert operations and those who are imple¬ 
menting report to them, and you stay abreast of it. 

Mr. Stokes. My time has expired. Thank you very much, Mr. 
Secretary. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Inouye. Senator Nunn. 

Mr. Nunn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Secretary, you testified yesterday that you felt the President 
had been given faulty intelligence and you testified at length, and I 
must say I completely agree with you about the importance of sep¬ 
arating intelligence gathering and fact gathering from policy so as 
to assure the objectivity of the intelligence gathering and also the 
perception of objectivity. Is that a fair assessment? 

Secretary Shultz. Yes. 

Mr. Nunn. I want to ask you to consider with me a moment a 
memo that Admiral Poindexter prepared for the President dated 
January 16, 1986. I don’t know whether you have that in front of 
you. I will read it to you, but it was the memo that accompanied 
the Finding which I’m sure by now you have read. I will ask if the 
staff does have a copy of that memo, to deliver it to the Secretary. 

The key paragraph, as far as this question is concerned, is the 
first paragraph. It says, and I quote from that memo from Admiral 
Poindexter to the President, quoting, “Prime Minister Peres of 
Israel secretly dispatched his special adviser on terrorism with in¬ 
structions to propose a plan by which Israel, with limited assist¬ 
ance from the United States, can create conditions to help bring 
about a more moderate government in Iran.” 

And this is the key sentence here, “The Israelis are very con¬ 
cerned that Iran’s deteriorating position in the war with Iraq, the 
potential for further radicalization in Iran, and the possibility of 
enhanced Soviet influence in the Gulf all pose significant threats to 
the security of Israel.” 

The part I want to focus on is, “The Israelis are very concerned 
that Iran’s deteriorating position in the war with Iraq. . .” I asked 
Admiral Poindexter about that and he said that he did give this 
memo to the President. He also said not only did he give him that 
with no other view, but that indeed was Admiral Poindexter’s view. 
He believed that the Iranian position was deteriorating. So Admi¬ 
ral Poindexter testified that he agreed with the Israeli position. 

I’m not sure this was the Israeli position, but that is what it was 
portrayed to be to the President, and we’ll assume for the purpose 
of this that it was. 
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My question is, was that the assessment that you understood was 
the U.S. Government assessment at that time, that the Iranians 
had a deteriorating position in the war with Iraq? 

Secretary Shultz. No. My—I will be careful how I state this, be¬ 
cause I'm not sure just what the classifications of these things are, 
but broadly speaking, there was an assessment in the middle or so 
of 1985 that was—that had a rather, had very much the view that 
the situation in Iran was deteriorating. The Ayatollah was aging, 
possibly near death and so on, and argued that there was a threat 
of Iran turning to the Soviet Union for arms, and therefore in the 
intelligence estimate, we should consider changing our policy inso¬ 
far as arms sales are concerned. And that was the basis used in the 
NSDD draft which was sent around, which has been stated, and I 
think you can see more or less that in there. 

That was an intelligence assessment. I felt, and a number in the 
State Department—not in the intelligence unit, but people who 
were familiar with the situation—felt that that was not a correct 
assessment. 

In early 1986—I don’t know just what the date was—there was a 
reassessment made, and the reassessment in a sense corrected that, 
and gave an estimate that the situation, that the analysis of mid- 
1985 had been proven wrong, and I think much more the way we 
had thought really it was, and I think it is quite clear that during 
much of 1986, Iran was very much the aggressive country in the 
war. 

So I wouldn’t agree with the assessment that you read out. 

Mr. Nunn. I have been informed there was an interagency task 
force that had, before this memo was written, had reached the con¬ 
clusion that the chief U.S. concern was Iraq’s deteriorating position 
on the southern front. Do you recall that? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, I referred to a reassessment, and per¬ 
haps that is the one. 

Mr. Nunn. Well, I think in terms of the duty of the National Se¬ 
curity Adviser, would you believe that the National Security Advis¬ 
er would have a duty to at least alert the President of the United 
States before he signs a Finding on something like that, this impor¬ 
tant, that there was more than one view, at least within the gov¬ 
ernment? 

Secretary Shultz. In the case of this reassessment, it was an in¬ 
telligence estimate. That is, it had been examined by not only the 
CIA, but the various other intelligence groups around the govern¬ 
ment. They do this periodically, as you know, and make an assess¬ 
ment of a given situation and put forward a view, and the view 
that I indicated was, I believe, the view, and there were no foot¬ 
notes to it. 

So, it wasn’t as though there were variations from the one that 
you read it. That was not in accord with a rather uniformly held 
view in the intelligence community at the time. 

Mr. Nunn. Well, does it— 

Secretary Shultz. I should say I think that is true in the sense of 
the literal dates. I don’t have in my mind the date in which these 
reassessment was issued in comparison with the date of this memo¬ 
randum. 
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Mr. Nunn. Well, do you find it surprising that Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter testified that he and Director Casey believed that the Irani¬ 
an position was deteriorating and that is what they informed the 
President? 

Secretary Shultz. My opinion is that that was not an accurate 
appraisal of the situation, so I am surprised that that would be put 
forward to the President, and I don’t know that it was other than 
what you read to me. 

Mr. Nunn. Well, that is what Admiral Poindexter testified to. 
You mentioned the importance of separating intelligence from 
policy, and as I said, I agree with that. Do we need change in 
either law or regulations to ensure that that is done, or do you be¬ 
lieve that the administration has now corrected that? 

You said that you thought intelligence and policy in the form of 
the CIA being involved in both had merged in this Iranian oper¬ 
ation. 

Secretary Shultz. Yes, I think that it is very clear that it had. 
And I think it is one of the things that led to a rather misleading 
picture being presented to the President. The present situation is, 
and Director Webster appears before your committee, so you talk 
to him, but I believe he very firmly believes that there should be 
this kind of separation; that is, when you have agencies follow 
their given task in comparative advantage. 

Mr. Nunn. Have you talked to the President about that? 

Secretary Shultz. Yes, I have. 

Mr. Nunn. Does he agree with your assessment? 

Secretary Shultz. He has told me that he agrees with that. 

Mr. Nunn. Has he issued any directive you know of to ensure 
that that is done? 

Secretary Shultz. I am not sure about—I haven’t seen any direc¬ 
tive to that extent, but my sense of it is that as a participant in 
this, that this separation has taken place. 

Now, you have some administrative aspects to it that need to be 
handled with care, and I am sure as a very careful and strong, im¬ 
pressive administrator, Mr. Webster will do this, and it is my un¬ 
derstanding that this is traditional in the CIA, and Director Casey 
also did it, and that is, if you are charged with running a covert 
operation on something, then you are operating—you are involved 
in the implementation of a policy, and you are running this covert 
operation. 

And so, you have the task of gaining what intelligence you can 
from the covert operation, of course, of informing that operation of 
your intelligence so that it can operate, but at the same time, of 
having a separation so that your intelligence doesn't wind up being 
infected by what you hoped for, and you don’t get in the position 
just because of the covert operation of allowing the wish to be the 
father of the thought. 

So you need to have a method of building a wall, and I believe 
they do that, much like a commercial bank building, a wall be¬ 
tween its commercial banking activities and its trust activities. 

Mr. Nunn. Do you build a wall around your intelligence unit at 
the State Department separating intelligence and policy? 

Secretary Shultz. It is hard to do that, and I make a big point 
they are there as part of our process, but their job is to provide in- 
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telligence, and I don’t want to hear—I am not interested in their 
views about policy. I don’t want them to be working on policy, I 
want them to devote their attention to intelligence. 

Mr. Nunn. Mr. Secretary, on another line of questioning, I see 
Judge Sofaer here today, and I know he has spent a great deal of 
time on extradition matters. I would ask you whether the word get¬ 
ting out that we indeed had conversations and perhaps even exten¬ 
sive conversations about helping free the Dawa prisoners who had 
been convicted of terrorism in Kuwait has had any effect on our 
efforts to extradite terrorists who have perpetrated crimes against 
American citizens? 

Secretary Shultz. I think that the effort to control and to win 
the war against terrorism is very widely supported, people see its 
importance. They see the rule of law for doing so, and extradition 
treaties are an essential ingredient in connecting countries in that 
regard, and people understand that. 

And as I mentioned earlier, at the Venice Summit, I think the 
President made further steps in cementing this philosophy. So, if 
there were any setback to all of this to our problems, our policy on 
terrorism and the convictions behind it, and so on, it has been tem¬ 
porary and I think it is behind us. 

Mr. Nunn. What about the effect on Operation Staunch? Have 
we been able to revive that in light of the revelations about sale of 
arms to Iran? 

Secretary Shultz. Yes, I think we have effectively revived that, 
and of course, the unanimous vote on a very tough, unprecedented 
Chapter 7 resolution in the U.N. last Monday helps us in Operation 
Staunch, and of course, if it turns out, and I hope it doesn’t turn 
out to be necessary, but if it turns out we go on to another resolu¬ 
tion that does call for mandatory sanctions, and I hope if the time 
comes, we will have support from everybody for that, it remains to 
be seen, but we are working hard for it, then that would be in a 
sense an international version of Operation Staunch, which is what 
they have sought. 

Mr. Nunn. What effect have these revelations about the Iranian 
arms sale and the hostages and so on had on our relationship with 
the moderate Arab states in the Gulf region? 

Secretary Shultz. It was quite a setback for a while, and I think 
I would be correct in saying that King Hussein, in particular, was 
very disappointed. Because he felt that the way he looked at it, and 
I think understandably, he said, “Iran is your enemy and you sold 
arms to Iran, and I am your friend and you will not sell arms to 
me.” And it was tough. 

And we had had a team in Jordan, an Operation Staunch-type 
team, just before all of this came out. And I would have to say 
from my own personal standpoint, I had been carrying the ball on 
Operation Staunch up at the U.N. in September and October, so I 
didn’t appreciate it much. 

Mr. Nunn. Did this episode have any effect on the view of the 
moderate Arab states towards the State of Israel? 

Secretary Shultz. I think, I think we have gotten over this well, 
and I believe that most of the states in the region accept the fact 
that Israel is there, Israel is here to stay. I think the strength that 
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Israel has, which we have helped with, is a primary reason for 
that. 

I think it is very important to notice that Egypt has maintained 
very steadfastly its peace treaty with Israel, never deviated, in 
spite of the effort by other Arab states to isolate Egypt and now, in 
the last year and a half or so, and it is continuing, Arab states are 
moving back in a relationship with Egypt. 

Jordan has established full diplomatic relations, Saudi Arabia 
and Kuwait have made some financial contributions, King Hussein 
has met publicly with the Prime Minister of Israel and so on. So, I 
think that there is positive motion in that regard. 

Mr. Nunn. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 

I want to—I have got a light up there and time is running, and 
your country weekend time is running too if we go very late. Let 
me just commend you for your testimony. You have made it clear 
that there is not a basic incompatibility between survival in a dan¬ 
gerous age for a democracy and the Constitution and rule of law. 
You have made it very clear that you believe in the rule of law, 
you believe in our form of government, you believe in-the U.S. Con¬ 
stitution. 

You have also made it clear to millions of American young 
people who may aspire to government service, whether it is For¬ 
eign Service or the Intelligence Service or service in our military, 
that you firmly believe that the Secretary of State has the world’s 
honor and the world’s trust. I think that message is enormously 
important, and coming from you, I think it has had and will con¬ 
tinue to have a profound impact on the young people of our coun¬ 
try. 

So I commend you. I know that there are literally tens of thou¬ 
sands, hundreds of thousands of young people around the world in 
the military and Foreign Service and intelligence who are risking 
their lives to defend the values of this country. They take an oath 
to uphold the Constitution of this country, and I think you have 
helped build on and restore their sense of obligation and duty and 
love of these values and this Constitution. 

You said yesterday, Mr. Secretary, that trust is the coin of the 
realm. I believe that you have helped restore that trust, and I 
think you have enhanced the value of that coin. And I thank you 
for it. 

Chairman Hamilton. Mr. McCollum. 

Mr. McCollum. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Secretary, I know it has been a long day, a long couple of 
days. I have one or two questions I would like to ask you about. 
You have been criticized, in fact were criticized as recently as earli¬ 
er this week, for not providing any alternatives to the Iranian 
arms initiative for getting our hostages in Lebanon back, and I 
think you rather extensively have responded to that, both from a 
question by Mr. Fascell and one by Mr. Trible today, and I think 
the essence of what you said was, simply put, that there is an ongo¬ 
ing operation, that you have always had one over there, and that 
you would rather not have any new ideas if they are going to be 
the type that trade arms or prisoners for hostages, and I happen to 
agree with you on that. 
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But I think that there is a fundamental question the American 
people have been yearning to get an answer to, and it may simply 
be they don’t have a full understanding, and we need to give you 
the opportunity to give it to them. I think the American people are 
wondering why all these many months, with the hostages we have 
had in Lebanon, we haven’t nad a special operations team go in 
and try to pull some of them out. I think the American people are 
wondering if we don’t have the stomach after Desert 1 to try some¬ 
thing like that any more. 

I think they are also wondering why the Soviet Union, who has 
been reported to have a couple hostage situations over there a 
couple years back, why they were ineffective in their apparent 
effort to deter that, and we have not been. At least that is the im¬ 
pression the public has. They may not have been effective. I 
wonder if you would take a moment to comment on that, as to why 
we haven’t used a special operations team to get somebody else or 
tried to, if you know, and I assume you do, and why the Soviets 
might be more effective than we are at deterring the taking of 
their citizens as hostages in the Lebanon-Middle East area. 

Secretary Shultz. On the latter, for one thing, they don’t have 
any way near as many people wandering around, and they are 
much less able to act independently as an individual citizen. No 
doubt, there are other reasons as well. 

As far as special operations are concerned, to conduct one suc¬ 
cessfully, you have to know, first of all, where are the hostages ex¬ 
actly. And then you have to—and we, of course, do have highly 
trained and very impressive people. I don’t know whether you have 
gone and seen what they can do or not, but I have as part of my 
education on this subject. They’re really good. 

But then you have to feel that you can carry this operation off 
without winding up having the hostages get killed in the process. 
And I am not in any position here to go into the ins and outs of 
people’s thinking about those matters, but I think it’s quite obvious 
that we haven’t as yet felt that the conditions were quite suitable. 

Mr. McCollum. Without disclosing anything that I wouldn't want 
you to disclose and you wouldn’t want to today about this sort of 
thing, have you participated in discussions where this has come up? I 
mean, has this been discussed as a possible option from time to 
time, and among the national Security Planning Group, with the 
President, with others in the administration over the past few 
months, or is it just something sitting there we just can’t, do it now 
because we don’t have intelligence, cr whatever? 

Secretary Shultz. No, the issue gets discussed. We have an anti¬ 
terrorism group. There is an ambassador at large in the State De¬ 
partment who chairs it. Our efforts with respect to terrorism have 
improved a great deal over the last 3 or 4 years, and the possibility 
of using special forces is very much there. 

I might again point out that it isn’t as though what we have 
done has been completely ineffective by any means. In the last 4 
years, there have been about 70 instances of terrorist incidents 
that we are pretty sure were about to happen which didn’t happen 
becawx of our improving intelligence capability; and in the last 
couple of years, the number is something like 180, or so, not just 
Americans, but people from other countries. So the network of col- 
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laborative intelligence activity that has been put together, a capa¬ 
bility of doing something about it, is very much present. 

Beyond that, I think that the terrorists need to know not only 
that they have no place to hide and that there i3 active law en¬ 
forcement effort as we see in various countries—and I think apply¬ 
ing the rule of law here is very very important—but that countries 
will take action, and I think the actions the President took against 
Libya had a big impact on puncturing Qadhafi’s balloon, the Presi¬ 
dent did that very effectively, and also the time that was referred 
to by—just a few moments ago—in bringing those terrorists down 
who were in a plane, it was an example of doing something. 

Mr. McCollum. I agree, Mr. Secretary. And without asking an¬ 
other question, I would also add a personal comment that I think the 
sooner we get the Assistant Secretary of Defense of this operational 
force for special operations, the better off we will be in coordinat¬ 
ing these things, and I know that is another political question, but 
it is one that some of us are a little irritated by in the whole proc¬ 
ess. 

I want to move on to something else: Central America, the Con¬ 
tras. We talked a lot about the hostage business, very little about 
them in talking with you. I am concerned, I am one of the strong 
supporters of the Contras, I happen to believe deeply, as many 
have testified here before this committee, that we have some real 
problems if the Contras fail. 

But I am not sure even after Colonel North's moving testimony 
that we are going to have votes this fall to renew the aid. If Con¬ 
gress, heaven forbid, does not renew that aid, do you have any rec¬ 
ommendations that you are prepared to make to the President as 
to what we do in Central America with regard to Nicaragua? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, Congressman, I, like you, feel that sup¬ 
port for the Freedom Fighters in Nicaragua is essential, and I hope 
very much that we can have a continuity of the policy that has 
been put in place by the Congress with respect to the freedom 
fighters. So I prefer to fight to keep that going, and I don’t want to 
take the chance of undermining that fight by acting as though 
there are a lot of other good options. 

Mr. McCollum. I don v t think there are. 

Secretary Shultz. I don’t think there are good options. 

Mr. McCollum. I don't think there are either. 

Secretary Shultz. I think there are some things to be said, how¬ 
ever, about our Central American policy. Because it’s very impor¬ 
tant in gaining support for this policy for people to see that there 
is a lot more to it than just supporting the Freedom Fighters, im¬ 
portant as that is. In the first place, partly as a result of our poli¬ 
cies, the instinct of people in Central America to want freedom and 
democracy and the rule of law has come to pass now in four coun¬ 
tries. It’s fragile, but it is making progress, and we are supporting 
it, and through the discussion and the debate that’s taking place 
the support is broad, bipartisan, and I think it’s quite heartening to 
see how that has moved along, and that is an important element in 
this policy. 

Among other things, if Nicaragua is surrounded by countries 
that are treating human beings much more decently and where 
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they are getting ahead much more ably, that sends a message in 
itself. 

Second, with respect to the Nicaraguan problem, we have an¬ 
other instance of the fundamental approach that the President has 
used in time after time; and that is an interplay of strength and 
diplomacy. It’s very difficult to conduct effective diplomacy if you 
have no strength. It’s very difficult for me to expect that there’s 
any chance at all of getting the Nicaraguan Communists to talk 
sensibly at any Central American bargaining table if they don’t 
have some facts on the ground to confront that show them that 
they’re not going to get their way in totalitarianizing that society 
and suppressing religion and the press and so on. And if they see 
that this natural instinct for freedom and religious expression in 
Nicaragua just can’t be denied, they may have to shift their 
ground, and we should support it. 

And in the process, of course, we should support a genuine nego¬ 
tiating process that is designed, if it’s possible, to achieve a satisfac¬ 
tory negotiated result. 

Obviously, we don’t want a bad agreement, but if there is a good 
agreement to be found we should be ready to try to find it so that 
strength supplements diplomacy and diplomacy supplements the 
strength. So we have a multi-faceted approach to the issues of Cen¬ 
tral America that is working, and has broad support, and we have 
a particular element that is crucial; namely, continuing to support 
the Freedom Fighters in Nicaragua. And we must continue to do 
that for all of the positive reasons I have spoken of, but also for the 
reasons of denial of the Soviet Union to get themselves a base, in 
effect, on the mainland of the Americas to be able to surveill our 
Pacific regions as they now can do out of Cuba and the Atlantic. 

And they are, as somebody here read out, pouring lots of funds 
and military equipment. They outspend us in Central America and 
the Caribbean by quite a lot. You have to ask yourselves why. But I 
don’t want to justify what we’re doing just on the basis of pointing 
to what the Soviets are doing. I think what we’re doing is funda¬ 
mentally to be explained and motivated by our desire to see free¬ 
dom and democracy and the rule of law be the way of life in our 
neighborhood, because we think it’s a much better way of life for 
those people, and we also recognize that from our own standpoint; 
our security, our prosperity, our values will be more secure if our 
neighborhood is a democratic neighborhood. 

Mr. McCollum. Mr. Secretary, you have always articulately and 
convincingly explained that whenever I have been in a forum where 
you have been present discussing this issue, and I’m very delighted 
you took the occasion of my question to do it again for the public 
today. 

I want to comment on something it just can’t help go away from 
me here. When Elliott Abrams was up here testifying a few weeks 
ago I brought up something before him that disturbed me a great 
deal, and I know from what he said it disturbed him. And it has to 
do with something, we are not always very good about criticizing 
and that’s ourselves, we Congress persons. We often are very quick 
to criticize you or somebody downtown no matter what it is, but we 
don’t find self-fault too often. 

I brought to his attention a series of unclassified State Depart¬ 
ment cables from El Salvador which discussed in those cables the 
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numbers of organizations that were fundraising for the FMLN, the 
communist guerrillas in El Salvador, the countries where we have 
one of those democracies, the shining light down there. These 
aren’t cables. We are not talking 2 or 3 years ago, we are talking 
within the last 6 to 8 months. Amongst those were discussions how 
they did it in the United States, raising money right here. I also 
showed to Mr. Abrams copies of letters that had been signed by 
three Congressmen, three Members of Congress raising money for 
some of these organizations and also in one case raising money for 
the Nicaraguan network, one of the Sandinista supporting groups. 

I don’t know about you, but no matter how noble purposes my 
colleagues might have in their efforts to be humanitarian with 
this, those cables described how good, sizeable, hunks of moneys 
raised by these organizations go not to free the humanitarian 
needs but go for weapons, arms and so on especially in El Salvador 
for the communist guerrillas. And I wondered if you shared my 
concern and indeed in my case outrage that my colleagues would 
go out and do that kind of fundraising in the face of what you are 
trying to do with your diplomatic efforts and what we are trying to 
do to resolve that situation down there, and I frankly want to 
know. Do you feel the same way I do about it? I just don’t think it 
ought to be done. 

Secretary Shultz. I agree with you. 

Mr. McCollum. One last comment. 

Secretary Shultz. People do have rights as Americans and you 
can’t tell them what they can or can’t do. But it always surprises 
me how easily people seem to accept raising funds to support the 
Nicaraguan communists and how much, how negatively they seem 
to react to raising funds to support the people fighting for freedom. 

Mr. McCollum. I have one closing comment with you which has 
nothing to do with that directly, although I’m deeply disturbed y 
it. Commentators in the last few weeks as we nave conducted 
these hearings, Mr. Secretary, have kind of gone on a balance 
sort of a strawman situation with regard to President Reagan as I 
see it. They have set a situation that is sort of no win. They have 
been saying for weeks and weeks now that if the President hadn’t 
been telling the American public the truth about his knowledge of 
the Iranian initiative and the Contra diversion and so on, then of 
course he is condemned. 

On the other hand, they have been saying that if it turns out in 
these hearings that the President had been telling the truth, that 
he really didn’t know about the diversion, it was going to come out 
he was a weak, hands-off President and that he would be con¬ 
demned for, too. Well, as it turns out in the last few days, including 
I think your testimony, it's become very clear to the American 
public that the President of the United States is right on both of 
those counts. He has been telling the truth to the American people, 
I don’t think there if. any evidence supporting any view to the con¬ 
trary about his statements about these matters, in fact he has been 
overall honest in some views, he has been very frank about having 
erred in, been mistaken in his concepts of what his view of the situ¬ 
ation was with regard to the arms for hostages question which I 
don’t think any of us agreed with up on this panel. 
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But, on the other hand, it's now very apparent, too, that while he 
has admitted to not knowing a few things like the diversion he also 
is a hands-on President, pretty darned tough, decisive, knew full 
well about the Iranian policy in general that he supported even 
over your objection. And certainly has been actively interested in 
bridging the gap for fundraising for the Contras during the Boland 
Amendment time. Maybe not knowing every detail but a strong 
President. 

Now these same commentators are coming back and saying, well, 
so he is not a weak President and so he has been telling the truth 
but he is still to be condemned because these are terrible policies 
and they are all wrong. My gut feeling is about all of this and I 
think the public shares this, is that indeed Ronald Reagan may 
have made one mistake or two with regard to the Iranian initiative 
and certainly the arms for hostages part of that, which he has 
fessed up to. But now we look at it, I don’t think he made any mis¬ 
takes with respect to the Contra business. He has a lot of problems 
underneath his administration which we’ve talked about and you 
put them into context, is only a minor part of it and what we are 
left with is a very, a big picture of a very decisive President who 
would that kind of decisiveness we would not have had Grenada, the 
Libyan operation and we would not have had the support necessary 
for the Uontras to remain alive and I'm rather proud of that frank¬ 
ly, and I kind of feel that’s what is coming out of these hearings at 
this point unless somebody tells me otherwise. I don’t know how 
you feel about it. You may respond if you want, but that's all my 
time that I've got personally. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. 

Secretary Shultz. I am glad you said what you have said. I am a 
strong supporter of the President and admirer of him. 

Chairman Inouye. The panel will stand in recess after Senator 
Hatch’s questioning. 

Senator Hatch? 

Mr. Hatch. Mr. Secretary, I have a lot of respect for you. This is 
one conservative who has a great deal of respect for you and I 
imagine by now you realize that as bad as being Secretary of Labor 
was, this can even be worse, being Secretary of State, but you have 
served in a distinguished way, Secretary of Labor, of OMB, Secre¬ 
tary of Treasury, of State, I don’t know of anybody who has more 
brass plates on the back of his Cabinet room chair. 

They say you have so many brass plates there that the chair 
leans over backwards. 

I have respect for you and for the complexity and difficulty in¬ 
volved in your position. I also understand the national conflicts 
that arise between the Department of State, the Department of De¬ 
fense, the National Security Council, the CIA, and other agencies. 

It is a constant battle and it has been not just in this administra¬ 
tion, but in almost every administration, and you have held your 
own quite well. 

I think that is one of the most fascinating aspects about Wash¬ 
ington life and you operate a very large Department with very di¬ 
verse views and I understand that as well. 

And I also understand your statement that in this particular in¬ 
stance, and I accept it, that you know, if you could have done 
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things over, you might have done them a little differently, that you 
would not give yourself an A-plus. 

I think we in retrospect can find lots of faults. I think anybody 
can. And I thought that was a humble thing to say. 

I would like to make a statement and ask a couple of questions 
before we finish, but one of the things these hearings are doing, I 
believe, is giving a lot of people a better understanding of the 
President, and you have done a good job of that. 

You and I have the pleasure of knowing him, but a lot of people 
don’t have that opportunity. 

You and other witnesses have portrayed him as a strong leader, 
as a strong decisionmaker, as a decisive leader, and one who 
doesn’t shy away from tough choices, and if given the facts, will 
make the right choice. 

He has also been shown to be a compassionate human being and 
I think that is very important in this matter. 

I think a lot of us have forgotten how really intense the pressure 
was during this affair, from the hostage families, from the country 
at large through the media, to do something about the hostages in 
1985 and 1986, and I believe that the President was motivated in 
the Iran initiative to open up a long-term relationship with the 
post-Khomeini regime or post-Khomeini Iran and I am sure if the 
hostages could have gotten released as a result, that would have 
been hailed as a great thing. 

Had this succeeded, it would have been a covert action that prob¬ 
ably wouldn’t have us here today and people would be saying it 
wasn't a bad idea. 

But it didn’t work that way, and unfortunately that is why we 
are here. 

As I review the chronology of events that you have prepared, it 
appears you became aware of the proposal to open up a new rela¬ 
tionship with Iran as early as June of 1985, when Mr. McFarlane 
circulated his NSDD proposing a change in U.S. policy toward Iran. 

Then in July of 1985, you received a cable from Mr. McFarlane 
in which he discussed Israeli contacts with certain Iranians and ex¬ 
pressly mentioned to you that the Israelis were interested in a dia¬ 
logue between the United States and Iran which would commence 
with Israel delivering TOW missiles to Iran and the Iranians 
trying to arrange for the release of American hostages. 

Then on August 6, 1985, you had a meeting with the President 
where Mr. McFarlane again brought up the subject of a new U.S.- 
Iran dialogue which would involve Israel selling American-made 
TOWs to Iran attempting to arrange the release of four hostages, 
and then later in November when you and the President and Mr. 
McFarlane were at the Geneva summit, you learned about the 
HAWK shipment. 

You knew at that point in time that all of the discussions about 
the Israelis selling U.S.-made arms to Iran had actually been car¬ 
ried out. And therefore, as I review the records, you were informed 
by Admiral Poindexter on December 6th that the HAWKs had 
been sent, but had been rejected by Iran and then on December 7th 
you attended a meeting at the White House to discuss the future of 
the plan. 
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On December 10th, you were told things hadn’t gone very well at 
McFarlane’s meeting with Ghorbanifar in London. 

On December 11th, you were told that the President wanted 
other avenues “energetically pursued.’’ 

On January 4, you were advised that Mr. Nir from Israel—or 
Mr. Nir’s visit to the White House where he proposed reviving the 
talks with the deal involving 3,000 TOWs. 

On January 7, you attended another meeting at the White House 
where you again voiced your disapproval where the President and 
everybody else present with the exception of Secretary Weinberger 
decided to go forward with the program. 

Then on January 17 at a family group lunch at the White House, 
the Iran proposal was again discussed and you again voiced your 
opposition. 

As I count it, Mr. Secretary, over a seven-month period, you were 
personally involved in at least five major meetings and numerous 
telephone calls and other discussions about the Iranian proposal. 

It would seem to me that after all those meetings and discussions 
that you were pretty well aware that something was going forward, 
that arms had been frequently discussed as part of the process, 
that the President was most interested in reestablishing ties with 
Iran and that people close to the President were actively working 
on this plan. 

So you had quite a knowledge about this and you have been 
candid in your responses on this. 

Now, in fact two other things that I would like to bring up for 
the record—in fact, you knew as early as February 28th, the full—I 
might add, a full 3 months before the McFarlane mission took 
place, that there were plans for a possible high-level meeting be¬ 
tween Bud McFarlane and the Iranians, and you even approved of 
the Terms of Reference there and after all at the earlier discussions 
about a possible new dialogue between the United States and Iran 
after the frequent mention of arms sales to Iran in connection with 
those discussions—my question is, did you raise—after all of this— 
did you raise with anyone the questions of whether arms were in¬ 
volved in Mr. McFarlane’s mission, and I am curious to know just 
what were your thoughts at that time about what was going on 
and what really should have been done? 

You voiced your disapproval, but you are the principal player in 
this whole process, as I view it, and I think the adviser probably 
the President should have most listened to on this matter. 

What were your thoughts at that time as you went through that 
whole process? 

Secretary Shultz. You mentioned a whole string of things and I 
testified extensively here on most of them, and I don’t want to just 
go back through and repeat. 

Mr. Hatch. Sure. 

Secretary Shultz. But with respect to the February information 
that I had about a high-level meeting that was to be held in Frank¬ 
furt, as I have said several times here, the information that I had 
was that through the contacts that had been made, it had been ar¬ 
ranged that what the Iranians wanted was a high-level meeting to 
develop this dialogue. 

Mr. Hatch. Right. 
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Secretary Shultz. They wanted somebody who was clearly a 
person well-known to the President, a prominent person, and what 
was said to me was that if we had that high-level meeting, then we 
start the dialogue at that level, and as that meeting takes place, 
our hostages will be released, and what did I think of that? 

And I thought that was great, if that happened. I must say I was 
astonished that that could get arranged. And I asked—I said if Mr. 
McFarlane is going, then I think he should have written instruc¬ 
tions. 

So that was agreed to. And Terms of Reference were drawn up, 
and I read those Terms of Reference, and they were very satisfac¬ 
tory as far as I was concerned. The question of arms, as I recall, 
was in them in the sense of saying that at some subsequent time, if 
things sort of changed around, which has always been our policy, 
that could be considered. 

So, I thought, that is fine. Then, in the middle of March, and I 
don’t want to keep repeating things that we have gone over here, 
but I was told that the venue had been changed to an island in the 
Persian Gulf, and that on further discussion, in part because of re¬ 
luctance by Mr. McFarlane to undertake the mission and other 
things, it had all been scrubbed, so it was over. 

This incident, to me, suggested, A, things are going forward but 
they are going forward in a way, apparently, consistent with what 
I had thought was the right way to go about it, although it hadn’t 
succeeded, and it was in part for that reason that when I was— 
when I got a cable from Mr. Armacost describing what had come 
into our London Embassy, I was so startled and distressed and im¬ 
mediately went to register my view, and do something about it. 

And then I was assured, in Admiral Poindexter’s words, we are 
not dealing with these people. And I find now, as your investiga¬ 
tion reveals all of this information that I didn’t know about, that 
within a day or two I guess it was, Admiral Poindexter is dispatch¬ 
ing Colonel North with specific instructions in the light of my pro¬ 
test, I guess, to go about his business in London, but don’t go any¬ 
where near the Embassy. 

Mr. Hatch. I can see- 

Secretary Shultz. So that the record is just replete with these 
deceptions, which have been brought out here to a distressing 
detail. You listed the things that I knew about, which are accurate, 
and I have never said that I was uninformed, oh, quite to the con¬ 
trary. I have said that my information was sporadic and fragmen¬ 
tary, I said that very early on, and as I look at the record of what 
was done, I can only say that that was the understatement of the 
year. 

Mr. Hatch. Yesterday afternoon, Mr. Secretary, you had, as you 
know, and also heard some harsh words of criticism about the way 
the President was served by certain of his advisers, and you men¬ 
tioned that a good adviser should go out of his way to point out the 
drawbacks to any plan so that the President could be fully and 
properly advised. 

Secretary Shultz. Particularly the more controversial some ele¬ 
ment of it is, that ought to be highlighted. 

Mr. Hatch. You said when you are dealing with foreign policy, 
you said words to this effect, that the more controversial the ap- 
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proach is, the more it is your responsibility to point it out. I believe 
that is true, I think it is a valid criticism of Admiral Poindexter 
and Colonel North, for that matter. 

However, I think it may be equally a valid criticism of you, Cap 
Weinberger and of Ed Meese and of Bill Casey, because all of you 
are there to provide checks and balances in that process so that no 
one part of that process gets out of balance? 

Secretary Shultz. I am perfectly willing to accept criticism, and 
I get it all the time, I am used to it, but in this case, I pointed up 
the problems on a number of occasions, and I might say that Secre¬ 
tary Weinberger did so as well, with considerable force and elo¬ 
quence. 

Mr. Hatch. I think what I am saying is, I am wondering in retro¬ 
spect, do you have any thoughts on what you, as one of the Presi¬ 
dent's closest advisers, if not his closest adviser on foreign policy, 
could have done to have better advised the President? Do you think 
that you yielded to temptation when your advice was rejected to 
refuse to have anything to do with the project, and in effect, sit 
back and wait for the day you could say, “I told you so”? 

Secretary Shultz. Senator, I said I wanted to know the things I 
needed to know to do my job, and I think Admiral Poindexter so 
testified here. But particularly in light of the fact that I was in the 
doghouse with the intelligence community because of my attitude 
toward lie detector tests, I said the operational details of this you 
don't have to inform me of, so that if Mr. X goes to City Y to meet 
Mr. Z, and you want to keep that a secret, you want to keep that 
arrangement to as few people as possible, I said OK, but when it 
comes to something that affects my job, I want to know about it. 

Mr. Hatch. I agree with regard to the lie-detector test. You were 
right on, and courageous to speak out against them the way you 
did. 

On the other hand, it seems to me one of the major responsibil¬ 
ities you had is to be a vociferous, forceful advocate when you 
knew something was out of line and out of sync and out of balance 
with the President. And I think because you didn’t, there was a 
role to be played. 

I presume that was one reason why—you did to a degree- 

Secretary Shultz. I tried to be as forceful as possible. But I 
didn't make a sale. 

Mr. Hatch. I didn’t make those comments at the beginning be¬ 
cause I think that you are not a great Secretary of State. I told you 
I understand the difficulties. But now in retrospect, if you had to 
do it over, I think hopefully you would have gotten in there and 
really let the President know and hopefully you would come up 
through all the minions at the Department of State with alterna¬ 
tives to these type of programs. 

Look, I said from the beginning of this process that there should 
never be a transfer of arms for hostages. This was more than that, 
and I think most witnesses, including you, have agreed that at 
least that was their intention, to do more than that. Although you 
have said you think that is what it ultimately came down to, and it 
did. 

Number two, I do not believe that the National Security Council 
is equipped to do covert actions and to operate them, and I don’t 
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believe that they should be operating covert actions, although they 
do participate as the ultimate consumer for intelligence. 

Three, as neat as Oliver North thought the idea was to sting the 
Ayatollah and send the exvra moneys to the Contras, I don’t think 
that should have been done. 

Number four, I think this points out the difficulties with privat¬ 
ization of foreign policy, but anybody who doesn’t understand that 
just through human intelligence alone sometimes you privatize for¬ 
eign policy, just doesn’t understand foreign policy, but it does point 
out the problems. 

Number five, you can’t let Congress off the hook either, because 
we have thrown roadblocks up consistently to a viable foreign 
policy on the part of the administration and you more than any 
other person understands that, it seems to me, except the Presi¬ 
dent. 

I guess what I’m suggesting here is that in addition to providing 
good judgment, a truly good adviser needs to support his leader 
and help him to implement his plans. I think you have done that 
by and large. But that’s even if the adviser disagrees with his 
leader. I don’t think you have to carry out a program you think is 
wrong. But I think you have an obligation to come up with alterna¬ 
tives, and I think you have an obligation to point out where it is 
wrong, consistently and throughout the process; there were many 
aspects of that process. 

I will end again by saying that I respect you. I think you have 
worked as hard as anybody in our government in the best interests 
of our country. I have a lot of regard for you, and I know that you 
have done it in the most difficult situation that anybody could be 
in outside of the President in most respects. And I think you have 
managed it well and you have handled the internal difficulties 
within the Department of State well, and there are plenty of those, 
and I have respect for you. 

And I don’t mean by my questions or comments to be overly crit¬ 
ical of you, but I’m sure you did what you thought appropriate 
under the circumstances, and it’s easy to criticize with the benefit 
of hindsight. So I don’t want to leave the wrong impression. You 
are a truly dedicated American with great skills; I have no doubt 
about that. But I do think that the reason you have on that Na¬ 
tional Security Council not just a National Security Adviser but 
the Secretary of State, the Secretary of Defense- 

Secretary Shultz. The National Security Adviser is not a statu¬ 
tory member of the National Security Council. Let’s get that 
straight. 

Mr. Hatch. He is there and he participates, and you and I know 
it. 

The reason you have all of these people there, including-the Vice 
President and the Secretary of Defense, et cetera, is so you have 
checks, balances, and ways of getting different ideas when some¬ 
thing like this, a flawed policy like this comes forward. And that is 
what has happened here. 

Again, it’s easy to criticize in retrospect, and I apologize for 
having done so, but I want to say I respect you in the process. 

Secretary Shultz. Could I make one comment, Mr. Chairman. I 
know the red light is on. 
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To the extent that these hearings are about what went wrong in 
order to see what needs to be done for the future, when I testified 
in this room on December the 8th and said I didn’t give myself an 
A plus, I was thinking I guess very much like you were saying— 
somehow I should have done more, and that is the answer to what 
went wrong. 

As 1 have seen what happened unfold, this vast record that I 
knew nothing about at the time, and I tend to be perhaps more self 
critical than I need to be, or at least that is—some tell me that- 

Mr. Hatch. You do. 

Secretary Shultz. But my tendency to be self critical on the one 
hand has given way to anger at this deception, but, on the other 
hand, in thinking about you, about what happened and what went 
wrong, I think if you conclude that what went wrong was that the 
Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense didn’t fight 
enough, and if you only had harder fighters around, everything 
would be great and that is the end of your investigation, I don’t 
think you would have made the point. 

The point is that what went wrong was a number of things that 
go a little deeper than that. What went wrong was that intelli¬ 
gence got mixed up with policy in a way that led to, I think, an 
incorrect impression to the President. What went wrong was that a 
covert operation was conducted by a staff group that was not ac¬ 
countable to anybody. 

Mr. Hatch. That is right. 

Secretary Shultz. What went wrong is that you had a staff 
person, the National Security Adviser, in the possession of informa¬ 
tion about some funds, and he had the decision to make all by him¬ 
self, shall I tell the President or not that we can use these funds 
for some other purpose. And leaving aside the questions of did the 
President know, didn’t the President know and so on, that you all 
have looked into and come out very clearly, I think, the President 
did not know, the more important question is: How is it that that 
decision was solely in his hands, ana I think that shows what was 
wrong. The operation was not in the hands of an accountable 
group. 

So in kind of reacting to your very nicely couched criticisms- 

Mr. Hatch. I hope they were. 

Secretary Shultz. I accept them, and I will take any criticism 
anybody wants to give, but I think that you shouldn’t delude your¬ 
self in analyzing this into thinking that the problem was just that 
some people who should have been more forceful weren’t. It is 
something different, and you have to look for other explanations, 
and I would say whatever, having listened to Secretary Weinberg¬ 
er, he was pretty forceful. 

Mr. Hatch. Yes, he was. 

Secretary Shultz. And he can do it. And I was too. 

Mr. Hatch. Mr. Chairman, let me just say this: I appreciate 
those remarks, and certainly I haven’t deluded myself. I under¬ 
stand the other aspects of this. It still doesn’t negate the fact there 
was a lot known, even though there was some deception practiced 
here. 

Last but not least, if you look at the major foreign policy goals 
that are sprinkled throughout the hundreds of thousands of docu- 
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ments in this affair, it was a lot more than just arms for hostage 
too, and a lot of those goals, in fact most all, were pretty darned 
good goals. 

The question is how do you do it, and who comes up with the al¬ 
ternative approach that what was superior to what was offered in 
this particular case, and I don’t think many alternatives were of¬ 
fered. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Hamilton. The joint hearings will stand in recess. 
When we return, we will hear from Congressman Boland. 

[Recess.] 

Chairman Hamilton. The joint hearings will resume. 

Mr. Boland? 

Mr. Boland. Good afternoon, Mr. Secretary. 

You might have given yourself less than an A-plus when you 
were here in December before the Foreign Affairs Committee, but I 
am going to give you an A-plus for yesterday and today. 

When you get to the bottom of the ladder, all the questions that 
have been asked, it is almost impossible to think of one that has 
not been asked and that you have not answered. 

There is just a couple that 1 will ask as I am conscious of the fact 
that you would like a nice week in the country, weekend in the 
country, and I think the temperature up in the Berkshires runs 
around 80 degrees and that will be a nice place to go for the week¬ 
end. 

Mr. Secretary, you have testified that Attorney General Meese 
interviewed you in connection with the Iran affair on Saturday, 
November 22d, and the committee has received evidence that indi¬ 
cates that your meeting with the Attorney General came shortly 
after he was informed that you had notes reflecting your knowl¬ 
edge of the November 1985 HAWK missile shipment. 

Did he give you any reason to believe that your notes presented 
any problems for the administration? 

Secretary Shultz. No, sir. He interviewed me to find out infor¬ 
mation that I could give, and I tried to answer all his questions. 

Mr. Boland. I presume that he indicated the notes were, to him, 
might have been very important. 

Wasn’t he called back from West Point at that time for that 
meeting? 

Secretary Shultz. That I don’t know. I heard on late Friday 
afternoon or early evening that the President had directed him to 
make an investigation and he wanted to interview me. So I came. 

I don’t know that he talked about notes. He wanted to get infor¬ 
mation that I had. And I believe the information that Judge Sofaer 
had used to intervene on a point of fact in some testimony pro¬ 
posed to be given as—and Judge Sofaer’s intervention was based on 
information that I had probably triggered his interest in me. 

Mr. Boland. Thank you. 

Now, Ambassador Tambs testified that he received instructions 
from Colonel North to open a southern military front in Nicara¬ 
gua. He said, Ambassador Tambs, that he complied with those in¬ 
structions because he assumed that they came from the Restricted 
Interagency Group, the RIG, on Central America. 
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What is your understanding of the limitations on the ability of a 
RIG to make policy decisions? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, that interagency group was basically a 
coordinating group on the conduct of our Central American policy 
chaired by Elliott Abrams, and it was more of a tactical sort. There 
were other potential meetings, groups, including, of course, the Na¬ 
tional Security Council Group with the President as the ultimate 
authority. 

Mr. Boland. Now, if the RIG had reached any conclusion on the 
advisability of opening a southern military front in Nicaragua, 
would you have expected to have been informed about it by your 
representative on the RIG? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, major policy changes or developments 
would presumably be discussed either in the course of the normal 
activity and interaction or in somewhat more formal meetings. 

Mr. Boland. And, to your knowledge, did Ambassador Tambs 
ever question a representative of your Department about the au¬ 
thorization for the instructions given to him by Colonel North? 

Secretary Shultz. Not to my knowledge. I write a letter to each 
Ambassador, and I have been particularly conscious of doing so for 
the last few years, that has an explicit paragraph in it about the 
chain of command, and who it is that an ambassador should take 
his instructions from. And that goes from the President to me and 
through the Assistant Secretary of the region involved to the am¬ 
bassador. 

Mr. Boland. I want to thank you for your appearance here yes¬ 
terday and today. Your testimony has always been candid and com¬ 
plete, and I think it has contributed enormously to our understand¬ 
ing of what happened in this affair and why it went so tragically 
wrong. You are a person of enormous experience in and outside of 
the government, and very great ability. And as the President’s 
chief spokesman in foreign affairs, your views should have been ac¬ 
corded far greater respect in the Iran-Contra affair than they were. 
Regrettably, you were viewed by the architects of these policies as 
an impediment to be circumvented rather than as a voice of reason 
to be consulted. Perhaps they feared that had you learned of the 
inducements they were offering the Iranians, the manner in which 
the transactions were being structured to produce residuals and 
the uses to which those residuals were being put, you would have 
done what they did not have the integrity to do, to inform the 
President. 

Because you would not subscribe to a policy which you could not 
agree, you have been criticized for not being a good soldier. But 
government service, especially at the cabinet level, must involve 
more than blind devotion. It demands people who are not afraid to 
disagree because they will be accused of being disloyal. 

You understand tnat, and I believe that Ronald Reagan to his 
credit understands it, too. Your principal dissent in this affair pro¬ 
vided far greater service to the President and this country than did 
the actions of those who with supreme arrogance believed they 
could substitute their judgment for that of the President they pro¬ 
fessed to serve. And I hope that this particular investigation and 
the lessons that will be learned here will sink in with the Ameri- 
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can people, because I think they clearly indicate to the American 
people what happened and what went wrong. 

Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 

Secretary Shultz. Thank you. 

Chairman Hamilton. Mr. DeWine. 

Mr. DeWine. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Thank you, Mr. Secretary, for your testimony. 

As I have sat here for the last day-and-a-half I have been trou¬ 
bled by one thing, and I would like to, if I could, Mr. Chairman, 
just briefly state that for the record. I fully understand the White 
House’s decision to instruct you, Mr. Secretary, to come to Capitol 
Hill and reveal the conversations that you had with the President 
of the United States. I understand why that decision was made. I’m 
not even critical of that decision. The President wanted to cooper¬ 
ate with Congress, the President has cooperated with Congress, and 
he felt that was the best thing to do under these circumstances. 
But I do agree with you, Mr. Secretary, that this should not be and 
cannot be considered a precedent, and I just wanted to make sure 
that that was on the record. 

Secretary Shultz. I appreciate your returning to that. It’s a very 
important principle. 

Mr. DeWine. I think, Mr. Secretary and Mr. Chairman, to 
permit the disclosure of intimate conversations between the Presi¬ 
dent and his advisers is really destructive of meaningful and 
candid dialogue. My concern stems not from the revelations of the 
last day-and-a-half nor from the fear of the truth, but rather from 
the chilling effect of pursuing this course. It is essential that the 
President and those advising him feel uninhibited in their commu¬ 
nications. They should believe without reservation that their pri¬ 
vate conversations, memorandum can be totally forthright and 
candid. To feel otherwise would rob the President, any president, of 
the kind of advice he truly needs. 

I just have severed questions. As Mr. Boland points out, when you 
get down to the end of the game here there aren’t too many ques¬ 
tions left, Mr. Secretary. But there is a couple areas I would like 
for you to clarify and things that I think are uniquely in your 
knowledge. 

Mr. Secretary, as you know, the last of the Boland Amendments 
which went into effect in November, 1985, provided for $27 million 
in humanitarian aid for the Nicaraguan Freedom Fighters. This 
specific law also spelled out this could not be administered by the 
CIA nor by the Department of Defense. 

Ultimately, this responsibility was turned over to the State De¬ 
partment. Were you in favor of that, first of all, administering that 
program? 

Secretary Shultz. I didn’t like the idea. But it came to.be clear 
that that was what I had to agree to if we were going to get the 
money, and I was very anxious to get the money, and so I said, all 
right, if that’s what it takes, we’ll do it. And I think we did it quite 
well. 

Mr. DeWine. Could you describe why you had some reservations 
about that and maybe any problems, very briefly, with the limited 
time I have, any problems that you may have had in regard to ad¬ 
ministering that? Is there anything about that type of program 
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that is maybe tougher for the State Department to administer than 
some other agency? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, there are basically two things. Number 
one, it was an overtly voted program, that by its nature had to be 
administered covertly. And I think that—that is not the State De¬ 
partment’s thing to do. That is what CIA does; they administer the 
covert action programs. So you—I’m a great believer that we have 
different organizations in the Government because there are differ¬ 
ent kinds of functions, and it’s a mistake to mix up functions. 

So that I think was one principal reason. And the other reason 
was that we didn’t have any direct experience in administering 
that kind of thing in that area. Of course, we—AID had facilities 
and so forth and we weren’t totally without experience, but we 
weren’t doing that. So we had to kind of get something going from 
scratch, and as I say, I think it was done pretty well. 

Mr. DeWine. You were ultimately criticized by Congress, or at 
least one subcommittee of this Congress I happen to serve on, for 
the way your department conducted that. Did you think that criti¬ 
cism was justified? 

Secretary Shultz. No, I don’t. I think it was based on an ac¬ 
counting difficulty, really. We were charged with delivering hu¬ 
manitarian aid into a place where we were not permitted to be. 
Therefore, it was not possible to put certified public accountants in 
that place to account for the fact that what was delivered was actu¬ 
ally delivered and to the people for whom it was intended. 

And our only method of verification was through the intelligence 
that we were able to gather about it, which fundamentally satisfied 
us that by and large it was delivered. But we were not able to 
share that intelligence with the GAO and so they said that we, as 
far as they were concerned, we couldn’t account for it. 

So I think that was a misplaced criticism myself. 

Mr. DeWine. Mr. Secretary, Mr. McCollum asked you a question 
and he listed a response from you about the Contras. I would like 
to ask a specific question about that. 

You have always been a very forceful advocate for the Presi¬ 
dent’s policy in regards to Central America. There is a discussion 
on the Hill that maybe what we should do this year is go for a two- 
year appropriation or a long-term authorization and appropriation 
in regard to the Contras. Do you have any comments, very briefly, 
about that? 

Secretary Shultz. I think that the greater the extent to which 
we can let people see that the United States has staying power 
behind its policies, the better those policies will work, and the 
quicker they will work. So if we signal that this is something we’re 
sticking with, unless things change in a favorable direction, I think 
it will help to bring about the results that by and large everybody 
seeks. 

There are arguments about how to go about it. As we know, 
that’s essentially what this is, but we should make up our minds as 
to the degree we did when the money was voted last year and then 
the more we can show that capacity to follow through and stay 
with it, I think the better off we're going to be. 

Mr. DeWine. Let me switch gears, if I could, Mr. Secretary. I be¬ 
lieve you said yesterday that the intelligence information that was 
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supplied by the CIA regarding this whole Iran initiative was not 
good, was incomplete or inaccurate. 

Could you clarify for me what you meant by that, and just tell 
me, if you could, how you came to that conclusion? What made you 
think it was bad? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, I disagreed with it. That doesn’t neces¬ 
sarily make it wrong. But others did, too. But I felt, I felt the anal¬ 
ysis presented in the middle of 1985 was faulty, I felt that by early 
*86, as I testified in connection with questions from Senator Nunn, 
that it had tended to get corrected, I felt that the information 
being presented about Iran and terrorism was not on the mark. 

And I felt that beyond these specific things, there was, so to 
speak, a kind of structural fault in that the intelligence gathering 
and assessment function had been joined together with the oper¬ 
ational function, and that tends to at least make you wonder 
whether or not the intelligence was affected by the desires of the 
people in the operation. 

And that may or may not have been true, but I think it gives 
you that suspicion and it is better not to have it. 

Mr. DeWine. Did you have independent intelligence that you 
were comparing with that, or was this just an instinctive reaction 
to it? 

Secretary Shultz. No, we basically rely on the same sources, but 
what happens, as you know, is- 

Mr. DeWine. Communications? 

Secretary Shultz. —if intelligence flows in and you see it, and 
there is general information around, and there is a lot of informa¬ 
tion that is just publicly available, and you are aware of that. And 
then a group of people who are the intelligence analysts get togeth¬ 
er and they examine things undoubtedly with greater care and so¬ 
phistication and thoroughness then people who are busily doing 
other things can do, and they draw up an estimate, it is a rather 
formal process, and present it. 

But that doesn’t prevent any individual here who sees the flow of 
the raw, of the semi-raw or processed intelligence from having a 
different view than the systematically presented one. 

Mr. DeWine. Mr. Secretary, did you tell the President of your 
belief that this intelligence information was wrong? 

Secretary Shultz. Yes, I did. I told him that I thought that—one 
of my problems was that I had become uneasy with the intelli¬ 
gence. 

Mr. DeWine. When was that you told him? 

Secretary Shultz. I told him that on the occasion in which I re¬ 
signed in the middle of August. I told him that, I wrote it out in 
1985 when I responded to a draft NSDD. This didn’t necessarily go 
to the President, but I registered in my written response which you 
have that I questioned the intelligence, I said I have two problems 
with this memorandum. 

One is an analytical problem, and the other is an operational 
problem. And then, in other conversations, I questioned it. 

Mr. Fascell. Will the gentleman yield at this point, and I will 
yield you part of my time? 

Mr. DeWine. I appreciate that. I certainly will. I yield to my 
chairman. 
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Mr. Fascell. Isn’t it a fact one of the problems you ran into was 
information that came to your attention that there was a report 
and assessment on Iranian activities dealing with terrorism, it was 
over in CIA, and you got the information that that report was 
being suppressed by the Director? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, I can’t remember all of the ins and outs 
of it, but I know there was a great controversy about the analysis 
of Iran and terrorism, and we in the State Department and I were 
troubled by it all, and by the way in which we felt the true situa¬ 
tion was not being allowed to appear. And I don’t know about any 
suppression of data. I don’t recall that. 

Mr. Fascell. Well, I will call your attention to this memoran¬ 
dum when you get a chance. Thank you very much. 

Mr. DeWine. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Fascell. I yield him whatever time that took. - 

Mr. DeWine. If I understand your testimony, you came away 
from the January 7, 1986 meeting in the White House with the re¬ 
alization your opposition to arms sales to Iran had really not car¬ 
ried the day, is that correct? 

Secretary Shultz. What was presented was a set of things, some 
of which I objected to and some of which I didn’t object to. The 
arms sales were one of the things that was in the package that was 
presented, and that was basically what I objected to so strenuously. 
The impression I had of the views around the meeting I reported 
on, but as I have said here, nothing is ever over, and you can stay 
and fight about it and see what happens and so on, and that is 
what I did. 

Mr. DeWine. It was after this that you basically or at this time 
you basically said that you wanted to know anything that the Sec¬ 
retary of State needed to know, but you didn’t want to know neces¬ 
sarily the operational details, isn’t that correct? 

Secretary Shultz. That is correct. That’s what I said, and I be¬ 
lieve that’s about what Admiral Poindexter said, and we agree on 
that. 

Mr. DeWine. That is true. What type of information could you 
tell us about what type of information a Secretary of State should 
have been aware of in this type of operation? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, just to take an extreme, the things that 
were part of this nine-point program were sweeping revisions of 
policy, and just breathtaking. I will just use that as an example. 

However, at various times during this process, as has been 
brought out in the testimony, I inquired about what went on. I was 
given information about various things which I think perhaps un¬ 
derstandably led me to some conclusions. When I got information 
as in early May, I intervened with respect to that information, so 
my view and my concerns were certainly known to people. 

Mr. DeWine. Mr. Secretary, who did you feel was going to supply 
you with that information, whose role was it in this case? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, when I asked Admiral Poindexter what 
was going on, I expected an answer from him. When he told me 
about the planned meeting in Frankfurt, I expected that he would 
describe it to me accurately. When I went— 

Mr. DeWine. Basically— 
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Secretary Shultz. When I went to him about this cable involving 
what was told to people in our London Embassy, I expected him to 
respond to me candidly about it. 

Mr. DeWine. So you looked to Admiral Poindexter then. 

Mr. Secretary, let me, if I could, I see my time is almost up, I 
just have a couple comments that I would like to make and then if 
you would like to respond in any way, I think I maybe have one 
minute or so. 

Let me make, if I could, a very brief statement at this point. I 
want to thank you very much for your testimony. You have been 
very candid. I think you have been a very good Secretary of State. 

I have enjoyed having the opportunity on the Foreign Affairs 
Committee to work with you. 

I think it is clear, the facts are very plain, that you were right 
about a lot of this, with regard to the arms sale, you were right 
about the whole thing. 

In essence, you were a prophet, just about everything you said 
was going to go wrong did go wrong. 

Having said that, I do feel that after listening to your testimony 
and after listening to the evidence for the last 8 weeks, that I am 
in general agreement with the Tower Commission. 

I think the basic problem, at least in this Congressman’s mind, 
was that neither you nor the President really knew the essential 
facts. 

You gave Admiral Poindexter complete authority to decide what 
you needed to know. 

You took the risk, and it was a risk, that he would give you 
enough information about the Iran initiative for you to do your job. 

In essence, you left the fox to guard the chicken coop. 

Secretary Shultz. That is not correct. When I asked him- 

Mr. DeWine. Mr. Secretary. 

Secretary Shultz. No, no. When I asked- 

Mr. DeWine. Mr. Secretary- 

Secretary Shultz. —about the information I got in Tokyo, I was 
not leaving it up to him to decide whether to tell me about that or 
not. I was putting information to him and what I got in response 
was not accurate. 

Mr. DeWine. Mr. Secretary, I appreciate your comments, and I 
have my thoughts* and I know you have yours, and if I could finish 
mine, then you can certainly say anything you want to. 

You are a very articulate individual and you have impressed this 
committee very much. 

If I could say what I think as a Congressman who has sat here 
for 8 weeks listening to the testimony and I am in basic agreement 
with what the Tower Commission said. 

I think it is very clear that you had and have and deserve to 
have good relations with the President of the United States. It is 
proper. It has been demonstrated very amply when you had what 
you describe as a barking session with the President after this 
whole thing started tumbling down, you went to the President, 
took the bull by the horns, and got the President and got him the 
essential fats and you got the facts as well. 

So you have that relationship. 



181 


You have been a Secretary of State who has served along with 
and through the tenure of four National Security Advisers. 

You have been a strong Secretary of State. You are well respect¬ 
ed on Capitol Hill as the last 2 days have amply demonstrated, yet 
in my opinion, you let Admiral Poindexter cut you out. 

You discussed your resignation on three separate occasions, on 
one of those occasions having to do with a polygraph, but you did 
not discuss it in regard to what has turned out to be the major for¬ 
eign policy disaster of this administration. 

You stated you did not want to know the operational details. In 
my opinion, you purposefully cut yourself out from the facts. 

In fairness to you, there is no doubt you were lied to, you were 
misled and you clearly were deceived. But in hindsight. Congress, 
those of us who sit up here, are always good with hindsight, no 
doubt about that. 

In my opinion, you walked off the field when the score was 
against you. You took yourself out of the game. 

It seems to me, Mr. Secretary, you permitted Admiral Poindexter 
to get between you and the President just as he got between the 
President and the American people. 

As a result, our foreign policy suffered because the two key play¬ 
ers, George Shultz and Ronald Reagan, were out of the game. 

Thank you very much. 

Secretary Shultz. Well, I will just say that is one man’s opinion 
and I don’t share it. 

Mr. DeWine. Thankvou, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Inouye. The Chair recognizes Senator McClure for 10 
minutes. 

Mr. McClure. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and I 
thank my colleague for accommodating my need to go at this time. 
I want to review the record in a couple of respects and what might 
surprise you, Mr. Secretary, to go into the record in areas where 
we are in agreement rather than seeking out areas where we may 
be in disagreement, but before doing that I want to touch back on a 
couple of comments made by the Dawa prisoner release because I 
am afraid the last 2 days may have left the American people with 
the wrong impression about what was proposed, who proposed it 
and what it meant and recognizing that in this instance, those 
facts that we have are subject to interpretation and therefore inter¬ 
pretations may differ and honest people may come to different con¬ 
clusions. 

It was characterized yesterday in bringing the subject up that 
the nine point—the Hakim nine-point program included a promise 
to get the Dawa prisoners released. I don’t read the record that 
way. That is not the way I heard it, that is not what I read in the 
nine points. I might also point out that the nine points were the 
product of Mr. Hakim given to us in a corrupted version of Farsi 
that caused a little bit of difficulty to the translators, even to write 
it out for us in English, and to check his translation into English 
from what was originally written in Farsi. 

I think it is important to remember what Mr. Hakim said about 
it, the Iranians needed something. It was suggested to us by the 
Iranians and the Israelis that this was an important emotional 
issue to them and if we just give them a little something to lead 
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them on we could let them down later or words to that effect. I 
think to extrapolate that into somehow a U.S. Government repre¬ 
sentative position that we were going to promise to get the prison¬ 
ers released is a tremendous extrapolation from the known facts 
into the speculative, and I for one don't follow that. 

I noted also, and I don’t think Senator Rudman intended to mis¬ 
lead anyone, but his remarks might have left the wrong impression 
with some who don’t know the record as well as some of us who 
have been living with it for some time, because in his comments 
about the nine points and the Dawa prisoner release he also re¬ 
ferred to that other document that has a discussion about Saddam 
Husayn must go. It is important for us to recognize that that is not 
a part of the nine points, and it was not included in the Hakim 
proposal and as far as I know, was not at any time even represent¬ 
ed to this committee that it had been approved by Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter or presented to the President and approved by the Presi¬ 
dent. 

If I may then turn to a number of things upon which you have 
testified in the past, and I want to just read a little bit if I may 
about some of your prior testimony so we won’t have to repeat it 
all here today. You have argued that Israel’s significant role in the 
Iran initiative was problematic because Israel’s agenda in the 
Middle East differs from that of the United States. You also be¬ 
lieved that Israel’s participation increased the possibility that the 
secret arms sales would be leaked to the press. Those are based 
upon excerpts from your earlier testimony. 

In the House Foreign Affairs Committee, you said, as far as the 
Israeli connections here are concerned, it is quite clear that the Is¬ 
raelis apparently came back to the people in the NSC on a number 
of occasions mid revived this or in one way or another kept it 
going. In my judgment it is not correct to in some way try to blame 
the Israelis for that. I don’t think they can say that they were not 
passive, that this is not correct, either. Before the Senate Intelli¬ 
gence Committee you said on June 5, 1985, “in Portugal I sent a 
message to Mr. McFarlane complaining about Mr. Ledeen’s contact 
with the Israelis which had bypassed both Ambassador Lewis and 
myself. I said that Israel’s record of dealings with Iran indicates 
that Israel’s agenda is not the same as ours. An intelligence rela¬ 
tionship with Israel concerning Iran might not be one upon which 
we could fully rely. I felt that it could seriously skew our own per¬ 
ception and analysis of the Iranian scene.” 

Again at another place in the hearing record before the Senate 
Intelligence Committee you said, on June 7, 1985, “Mr. McFarlane 
said it had been on Israeli initiative and that Mr. Ledeen was 
acting on his own hook,” referring to Mr. Ledeen's visit to Israel. 

In the House Foreign Affairs Committee you said on January 5, 
1986,” Vice Admiral Poindexter told me that Amiram Nir, Prime 
Minister Perez’s adviser on terrorism, had come to see him to 
revive the hostage idea. I said that this presented all the same 
problems as before. It would be a payment that blows our policy 
and Israel would have an interest in leaking such a deal.” 

In the House Foreign Affairs Committee you testified, “I have 
been told that Newsweek had the story on the Kimche-McFarlane 
meetings but did not run it. I noted that Kimche may have leaked 
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it deliberately. My impression at the time was that Vice Admiral 
Poindexter’s remarks to Mr. Nir’s idea was negative.” 

In the Tower Board hearings, you are recorded as having said 
the reason for all of that is that “I felt that one of the things Israel 
wanted was to get itself into a position where its arms sales to Iran 
could not be criticized by us because we were conducting the Oper¬ 
ation Staunch and we were trying to persuade everybody not to sell 
arms. That is what all that is about.” 

Before the Senate Intelligence Committee you said, “the Israelis 
have had an arms relationship with Iran that goes back to the 
Shah’s day. The Israelis are legitimately concerned. We are, too.” 

At a later point in the same testimony- 

Secretary Shultz. That was with respect to Iranian Jews I think, 
that comment. 

Mr. McClure. “The Israelis must consider the Arab countries as 
their enemy, at least technically and sometimes literally at war 
with them. We are not. So from the Israeli standpoint, I think it is 
reasonable to say that if the Iranians are engaging the Iraqis and 
debilitating them, well, so that is all right. I don’t want to presume 
to speak for the Israelis. Whereas our view is we are better off, 
given our interests, if the Iran-Iraq war is brought to an end under 
proper circumstances and we are more concerned in terms of our 
relationships with the Gulf states and with the Egyptians and 
others about Khomeinism than the Israelis are.” 

That is the end of your quotations. I just want to express my 
agreement with the statements that you have made. I think those 
several statements actually portray some of the concerns this coun¬ 
try should have had and I think you did have with respect to the 
developing policy in which the Israeli interest was so very evident 
and their initiative was so very important, and yet their interests 
might be slightly different from ours, which is not to condemn 
them at all; they were looking after their interest, but it is to say 
that the U.S. Government and its representatives should have had 
that in mind as they formulated policy. And I think it argues elo¬ 
quently for keeping people in the process who are involved in the 
process fill the timo. 

I also wanted to note that I think that had something to do with 
your concern about the intelligence background. Senator Nunn 
went into that at some length with you, about your concern about 
the background of intelligence upon which all of this initiative was 
being based apparently. 

It also, it seems to me, bears on the fact that some of the—I don't 
want to go back into what Senator Nunn said, but it bears upon 
some of the other facts involved in that intelligence background. 

You had suggested that your memorandum in regard to the in¬ 
telligence background indicated your objections. The real objections 
you nad were with respect to the assessment about the political sit¬ 
uation inside Iran and the comparative advantage of the Soviet 
Union. When there was an intelligence update in February of ’86, 
that intelligence update referred primarily to the deteriorating sit¬ 
uation in Iran as had been reported by the Israelis to us and had 
been used by Admiral Poindexter and others as a basis of our 
policy, a subject to which you had not addressed yourself in your 
response to the draft Finding. 



184 


I just wanted to get on the record a number of those things, 
which I think are important to our understanding of where we 
were. 

Let me say too, Mr. Secretary, I have only one disagreement or 
one concern with your testimony with respect to Central American 
policy. I want to give you a chance to respond, because it seems to 
me that I remember you saying at some point that you had been 
given some advice, and I don’t recall now by whom, somebody I be¬ 
lieve within the State Department, that even though the funds had 
been cut off from the U.S. Government, they would get along some¬ 
how and we shouldn’t be involved in support to the Contras outside 
appropriated funds. 

Now, I have a little trouble with that for two reasons. One is I’m 
not sure exactly how they would just get aiong somehow, if that 
was the statement, and secondly, I understood it to be the Presi¬ 
dent’s policy that we would attempt to do all we could to find 
sources of funding for them that were not prohibited by the law, 
and that would aid them in bridging over until Congress again 
yielded to the pressure of the White House or were persuaded to 
vote the continuation of support for the Contra effort. 

Do you have any comment with respect to that later point? 

Secretary Shultz. Well, you have given me a cafeteria full of 
items, assertions, commentary, some of which I agree with and 
some of which I don’t. I don’t quite know how to- 

Mr. McClure. Most of that was yours. I assume you don’t dis¬ 
agree with that? 

Secretary Shultz. Let me makeji few points in each of the cate¬ 
gories of your commentary. First of all, with respect to the Dawa 
prisoners, I didn't know at the time that I was so upset that there 
had been apparently some contacts with the Government of 
Kuwait, so I have heard here, by Admiral Poindexter and Colonel 
North, and Admiral Poindexter I understood testified to this com¬ 
mittee that he had approved of this nine-point agenda. 

So, I don’t think it can fairly be described as a flight of Mr. 
Hakim’s fancy. 

Mr. McClure. Did you hear Mr. Hakim’s testimony? 

Secretary Shultz. No —well, I heard bits and pieces. 

Mr. McClure. I think you are not being quite accurate to charac¬ 
terize the nine points which he wrote, which were his product, and 
to understand them unless you had also heard his description of 
them. 

Secretary Shultz. Let me withdraw from an effort to try to in¬ 
terpret the information that you have been gathering, which I am 
not a primary source for. I am really here to testify as a primary 
source. 

The only comment that bothered me in that respect of yours was 
that maybe since they were so interested in the Dawa prisoners, we 
should just kind of give them a little something, and I think that is 
a problem, when you break over from your principle into the little 
something. I remember one of my favorite Senators, maybe because 
he was a University of Chicago professor beforehand, was Senator 
Paul Douglas, and he used to have a statement about corruption, 
and his statement was, it all starts with a cigar. 

And I think you have to watch it- 



185 

Mr. McClure. With all due respect to Mr. Hakim, he didn’t have 
a cigar. 

Mr. Hyde. You are right, Mr. Secretary. 

Secretary Shultz. The second category of information involving 
our relations with Israel, as everybody knows, I am a very warm 
supporter of a strong relationship with Israel, and I have worked 
on that very hard. 

However, I think we have to recognize that while our interests 
and Israel’s interests are parallel in many respects, they are not 
always exactly the same, and we have to be smart enough to see 
that, and they have legitimate interests which are not necessarily 
exactly our interests, and we have to recognize that fact. 

When it comes to undertaking something by the U.S. Govern¬ 
ment, then we have to recognize also, however, that we are big 
boys and we have to take responsibility for whatever it is we do. 
We can’t say that well, somebody else suggested it to us, therefore 
it is their fault. 

We have to take information from where we get it, and look at it 
in our own lights, and take action. So, I believe on the one hand 
that we do need to look at our interests always, and be careful that 
we don’t assume that we are parallel, or look at sources of informa¬ 
tion and analyze them and so on, and then in the end, we have to 
take responsibility for our own actions. 

The third category of your commentary and questions on Central 
America, this goes back to 1984, I think, that reference. It was my 
impression, which I got from Tony Motley, and from also Mr. 
McFarlane, that somehow or other the Freedom Fighters could, in 
Tony Motley’s phrase, they could rustle up their own money as 
long a the needs were not too great. And maybe they could some¬ 
how hang together on $1 million a month, which Mr. McFarlane 
said they were getting, and he didn’t know from where. 

And it seems to me in the long run, on the one hand, if they 
were doing that, they were demonstrating their own legitimacy, 
which they have done; but, on the other hand, if we are going to be 
successful in this policy over the long run, I felt, and I feel I was 
right in this, that we have to be able to persuade the Congress to 
give support, because if you are talking about a force of 10,000 men 
or so and you are talking about $1 million a month, you are not 
going very far with that. Just do the arithmetic. So if you are 
really going to get somewhere in the end, we have to persuade you 
that it is a good idea and get you to go along with it, which you did 
last year, and I hope you continue to do. 

But that is where we have ultimately to put our bets, and, there¬ 
fore, we have to work with you and try to persuade you and not do 
things that will make it more difficult to exercise that persuasion, 
and that is what I had in my mind at that time. 

Mr. McClure. Mr. Chairman, I know my time has expired. 

Chairman Hamilton. Senator Rudman has 15 minutes remain¬ 
ing. He will yield back 13 minutes and wishes to be recognized for 
two. 

Mr. Rudman. I think at this point in the record, Mr. Chairman, 
following on that dialogue, I would like to make a comment here 
which the Secretary need not respond to unless he feels he would 
like to. 
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On examination of the transcript, it would indicate that I was 
discussing with the Secretary the risks that we run when people 
who purportedly represent the United States put forth ideas. Let 
me point out to my good friend from Idaho that in a transcript that 
has been declassified that is part of this committee’s record, Colo¬ 
nel North—and he testified with authority—represented to the 
second channel representing the Iranian Government that the 
President’s attitude was that Suddam Husayn must go. That is a 
transcript from a tape recording of that meeting. 

I would make the suggestion—I am addressing this generally to 
the Secretary of State—that I would have to assume that if Iraqi 
intelligence had come onto that piece of information, hearing that 
it was represented to an official of the Iranian Government by an 
official purportedly representing the President, and not unlikely 
the official was residing in his work in the White House, that that 
could cause, I would expect, some problems. 

So that was the point on which Senator McClure didn’t com¬ 
ment. 

Mr. McClure. Would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Rudman. I would rather not yield, I would rather finish 
what I have to say. 

Secondly, since there is some misunderstanding about the nine 
points, let the record show what the evidence states regardless of 
what Mr. Hakim states. The record states Colonel North states 
under oath, and I believe him, that he had authority to work with 
those nine points. Admiral Poindexter testifies, and I have reserva- 
tions about that part of his testimony, that the President approved 
the nine points. 

Mr. Rudman. That’s the record. Now, whether that was an offi¬ 
cial U.S. Government policy or not, we know it wasn’t. We know it 
from the Secretary of State. We now it from our own instinct. But 
unfortunately those listening to it thought it might have been and 
that is the kind of mischief I was discussing with the Secretary of 
State. 

Certainly I would say to my friend from Idaho if I had misstated 
its context, I had no intent to do so, but I think that is the meaning 
of the element. 

So I will yield. 

Mr. McClure. I only want to affirm what I said earlier, that I 
did not think the Senator from New Hampshire had intended to 
mislead, but I was afraid the American public might have gotten 
the wrong inference because the conversation with respect to 
Sadan Hussein was not a part of the nine points, but was brought 
into the conversation by the Senator from New Hampshire in con¬ 
nection with the nine points, I was afraid a misimpression had 
been left. 

Mr. Rudman. I appreciate that. My main point was to illustrate 
in my examination of the Secretary of State that there were people 
running around the world representing themselves as official rep¬ 
resentatives of this government making, I believe, incredible repre¬ 
sentations which if the Secretary had Known at the time probably 
would have lost what remaining hair he now has. 

Chairman Inouye. The Chair recognizes Senator Sarbanes for 4 
minutes. 
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Mr. Sarbanes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Secretary, I just want to put a couple questions and make an 
observation. 

First of all, I think it is very important for the record, because it 
has come up again, but I think you ought to state very clearly who 
are the statutory members of the National Security Council. _ 

Secretary Shultz. The President, the Vice President, the Secre¬ 
tary of State, and the Secretary of Defense— 

Mr. Sarbanes. Only thosafour officials? 

Secretary Shultz. Those are the four. There are two categories 
of statutory advisers. One category is the Director of Central Intel¬ 
ligence and the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the other 
category, obviously, depending upon' the nature of the subject, the 
Director of the Arms Control Agency and the Director of the U.S. 
Information Service. 

Mr. Sarbanes. But they are advisers, the members are the Presi¬ 
dent, the Vice President, the Secretary of State, Secretary of De¬ 
fense? 

Secretary Shultz. That is correct. 

Mr. Sarbanes. I don’t want to pursue this now, but I think it 
may well be worth exploring whether those four members should 
be made aware of all covert Findings, but that is a matter I think 
is worth looking at as one way of addressing the problem here. 

I want to say a word about the importance of the hearings be¬ 
cause there have been some comments about that implying that 
somehow they were a waste of time or a waste of money. I think 
frankly they reflect the strength of our democracy and I think 
what has taken place here rather than weakening the Nation will 
in the end strengthen the Nation. 

It is too bad we had to have the hearings, but they were prompt¬ 
ed by these series of events which occurred which are in a sense a 
tragedy. 

But I think the hearings in the end will bring strength to the 
country. 

They have shown in my judgment a breakdown or more accu¬ 
rately put, a deliberate breaking down not only of the checks and 
balances between the Congress and the executive, in other words, 
the relationship between the two independent branches of our na¬ 
tional government, but’ also a breakdown of the checks and bal¬ 
ances within the Executive Branch itself. 

And I think what we have seen is that a web of intrigue and de¬ 
ception was being spun, a compartmented web if such a thing is 
possible, and perhaps of even greater concern than what actually 
happened is what might have happened, the potential in terms of 
what was taking place. 

One is the contradiction between announced policies, policies you 
were seeking to implement, Operation Staunch, and what was hap¬ 
pening unbeknownst to you. 

In fact, in one country they inquired of us whether our arms 
transfer policy towards Iran had changed, and they were assured 
by our Embassy people it had not, that Operation Staunch was still 
in effect, and within a few days we were going to officials of that 
country to help us expedite the movement of arms through that 
country to Iran. That’s but one example. 
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But you were placed in this incredible position of in effect be¬ 
seeching and urging other countries to follow this policy at the 
same time the United States was pursuing a different policy. 

Secondly, and, in my judgment, more important was the dangers 
of an unaccountable covert network operation outside of all estab¬ 
lished channels and legitimate authority. I regard that as chilling. 
People were prepared to go outside the constitutional process to 
achieve their ends. And in a sense, in the name of supposedly en¬ 
couraging democracy abroad, they were prepared to subvert it at 
home. 

One of the most distressing features uncovered by this inquiry 
has been the revelation of officials exercising significant power who 
did not have an understanding of or respect for our constitutional 
system. 

We put up around the Capitol sayings of our leading public offi¬ 
cials from the past and there’s over in the Capitol a statement by 
Justice Brandeis which says, ‘‘The greatest dangers to liberty lurk 
in insidious encroachment by men of zeal, well-meaning but with¬ 
out understanding.” 

And I simply want to close, Mr. Secretary, by observing that in 
my view, the most salutary feature of your testimony over the last 
few days is that you have exhibited that you do understand, that 
you understand how American democracy should work, that you 
understand the vital and essential proposition that in seeking to 
achieve one’s policy views, no one is entitled to go outside the con- 
stitutional process. You have reiterated that again and again, the 
necessity to respect that constitutional process. And because you 
have demonstrated, particularly in this year of the Bicentennial of 
the American Constitution, your understanding of our system, I’m 
grateful to you for your testimony. 

Thank you. 

Secretary Shultz. Thank you. 

Chairman Hamilton. Mr. Jenkins. 

Mr. Jenkins. Mr. Secretary, you are almost on your way home. I 
think we have finally got to the end of the line. If I had a KL-43 
machine, I would simply send you a secure message, “well-done,” 
but not having one, I’ll ask a couple of questions. 

I’m somewhat confused, frankly, from listening to some of the 
comments of my colleagues. I hope we don’t confuse the issues, be¬ 
cause I think you have laid some real issues before us that I'm 
greatly appreciative of. 

You are criticized because you were unpersuasive, yet it appears 
to me on more than one occasion that you-were informed that the 
deal was over, and it appears to me that you were persuasive but 
the snake went dead, it kept coming back on more than one occa¬ 
sion. 

You were criticized because you did not resign in protest, yet it 
appears to me at all times tne President of the United States 
needed you, it was at this particular time, to try to undo any harm 
that might have been done with our relations with other nations, 
and when he learned of the true facts, when the President learned 
of the true facts, I think that he undoubtedly thought that he 
needed you more at that time than at any other time, to try to con- 
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tinue the Staunch program that we had started many, many 
months ago. 

All of us are against selling arms to Iran under these circum¬ 
stances, yet it appears to me you have placed that decision by the 
President in the best light, because you have indicated that he was 
misinformed, and I think that his closest adviser, you, the Secre¬ 
tary of State, was in the best position to do that. 

So I’m somewhat confused about some of the statements that 
have been made. Nevertheless, I don’t want myself to get away 
from the issues. 

One of the most important things I think that you have stressed, 
and I’m not on one of the committees that has this jurisdiction, but 
with the separation, clear separation of the responsibilities of the 
National Security Council and its staff and your office, in the field 
of intelligence gathering appears to me to be something that this 
Congress ought to address as the President has apparently taken 
steps to do so, and I think that is a very critical area for us to 
think about. The Constitution which I mentioned in my opening 
statement when these hearings began that the responsibility of the 
President under the Constitution is that he shall take care that the 
laws of the nation be faithfully executed. I was concerned about 
that, but based upon your testimony and others, it appears that the 
President could not, if our information is correct, know that the di¬ 
version was in existence, because that was withheld from him, and 
I think that obviously, contrary to some of the statements made, 
you have been the greatest advocate here in the last 2 days of the 
President and of the actions that lie took. _ 

As far as the operation to hold the body and soul of the Contras 
together, I don’t know whether your staff has ever had an occasion 
to look at this fact, but it appears to me that of the $18 or $20 mil¬ 
lion in profits or residuals that were accumulated, only about $3 
million of that went to the Contras. And of that $3 million, most of 
that went for the construction of an air field that was not used. So 
I doubt that we could say that this kept the body and soul of the 
Contras together. 

Has your staff had an opportunity to see where this_ money 
went? 

Secretary Shultz. My information on the amount of money and 
where it went is simply derived from what I read from this investi¬ 
gation, and I think that what you have said is right, pitifully little 
of it went to the Freedom Fighters. So I think that’s a sad fact. 

Mr. Jenkins. It appears to me that those who support the Free¬ 
dom Fighters, including myself, should be more disturbed than the 
others, that the money that was allegedly accumulated for that 
purpose didn’t get there. 

Secretary Shultz. Well, I wasn’t, I didn’t know about the fund 
diversion, but that’s not the way to get the funds. But when they 
tried to get the funds that way, they didn’t succeed. 

Mr. Jenkins. The ratio is probably excessive it appears to me. 

The last question I want to ask is about the operation of the Na¬ 
tional Security Council. Does the Council meet on a regular basis 
and is it their responsibility to take up such matters as the selling 
of arms to Iran as well as the diversion, which I understand was 
not taken up in your presence? 
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Secretary Shultz. The National Security Council, either the full 
Council or what's called the NSPG meeting, which is just the prin¬ 
cipals with the President, it’s a much smaller group, meets quite 
frequently, and there are subjects of national security policy, for¬ 
eign policy around the world that are discussed. There is typically 
an agenda, you know what you are goinr to talk about ahead of 
time and you prepare for it and there’s a discussion and so on. 
Sometimes it’s kind of information sharing and that kind of thing, 
and sometimes it is a meeting designed to inform the President of 
people’s views and have his decision either at the meeting or subse¬ 
quent to the meeting about some particular matter that’s under 
review. 

The range of issues that are discussed obviously are immense. 

Mr. Jenkins. Normally if a decision such as the diversion of 
funds—assuming that that was going to come up it would have 
come up at that level normally, would it not? 

Secretary Shultz. The question of—I’ll put it this way. The ques¬ 
tion of a covert action which involves doing something that is 
funded is discussed typically at an NSPG meeting, and when you 
get to that meeting there has been consideration of it by the rele¬ 
vant departments and the legal advisers in the departments, so by 
the time you get to a discussion with the President there’s been 
quite a bit of discussion and probably a consensus reached. And 
that is reflected in the discussion and the President then decides 
whatever he decides, and I would put this in the category of a 
covert action, but there’s no, there was no knowledge about this 
- kind of fund s and th ese kind s of funds s houldn’t h a ve b een there to 
have knowledge about in the first place. 

So I don't know quite how to grapple with the question. But 
anyway, the process of discussing a question of assistance to a 
group of Freedom Fighters somewhere would not normally come up 
in that manner. 

Mr. Jenkins. Mr. Secretary, I simply want to end by telling you 
that when I first saw the nine-point program that has been testi¬ 
fied about here in these hearings, I think that I along with most 
members, probably all members of this committee, were shocked, 
just as you were, as you have testified, and I’m reassured by realiz¬ 
ing that the Department of State would not have anything to do 
with such an agreement. 

Thank you very much. 

Chairman Hamilton. Mr. Fascell is recognized for 4 minutes. 

Mr. Fascell. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Secretary, I want to emphasize the points you made about 
the separation of policy and intelligence and hope that we never 
get in this pickle again where the head of the Agency for gathering 
of intelligence for the use of all of the clients in government that 
need that intelligence is not put in the position either directly or 
indirectly where he’s driving policy. 

I agree with you thoroughly, the information necessary for an in¬ 
dependent policy judgment is vital and that to have information in 
a position where it suits the person driving the policy or the lack of 
information making it possible to sustain or substantiate the policy 
is a very dangerous matter. And that is the reason I reuse the ques- 
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tion about the fact that there was—have you had a chance to re¬ 
fresh your memory on that subject? 

Here was a report on the desk of the Director of the CIA which 
pointed out very clearly that Iran was using terrorism at the time 
of that report as a weapon, and yet that information was sup¬ 
pressed and not made available to you or anybody else in govern¬ 
ment as far as I know. 

Secretary Shultz; Well, I have a note that there was a statement 
made by a knowledgeable person in the State Department to the 
effect that there was an intelligence report having to do with Irani¬ 
an terrorism which was being sat on. That is just a report that 
drifted in. 

There was issued in the end a report, a rather controversial one 
as I have stated here, on that subject. But the fact that there would 
be such, that kind of a fight about an intelligence Finding suggests 
an unwarranted connection of the Findings with policy, and that 
just gets us back to the subject that you were— 

Mr. Rudman. Mr. Secretary, I don’t blame you for being, con¬ 
cerned and wary of the information that was being fed to you. I 
don’t know how you could operate under'these conditions. Thank 
you very much. 

Chairman Hamilton. Mr. Secretary, so far as I know, we are at 
the end of questions now. Do you have a closing statement you 
would care to make? 

Secretary Shultz; I would appreciate a chance to make just a 
few comments, Mr. Chairman. — 

Chairman Hamilton. Please proceed. 

— S e cr e t a ry S hult z^ Fir s t -o f all, I - sen s e an instinct here in the 
committee that you need to go through all of the details and ins 
and outs of what has been brought before you, but what you really 
want to do is raise yourselves up out of these details and reflect on 
the meaning and what is to be done to make our wonderful system 
of government as good as it can possibly be. And I welcome that 
instinct. 

And I have offered you some thoughts about which we have dis¬ 
cussed, about the separation of intelligence from policy, about the 
nature of the Cabinet and accountable government, as I see it, and 
the implications of that for staff operations of various kinds, in¬ 
cluding yours perhaps, and about the need, as you see it, to reflect 
together on what separation of powers means, about our separate 
functions that we have to discharge ourselves and about the impli¬ 
cation of that obviously for the sharing of power and the obvious 
difficulty of sharing power, but the importance of sharing power in 
an effective way. 

I want to say to you and through you to the Members of the Con¬ 
gress that as you engage in this kind of reflection, or as we work 
together on this delicate and central problem, that I want very 
much to help and be a part of that constructive effort. And I pledge 
that to you. 

But this has to do with part of what you have been discussing. 
Another part of what you have been discussing has to do with our 
foreign policy and America’s place in the world, and I would just 
like to offer a few thoughts about the future, looking ahead. Be 
cause it is my view that for the past few ye us, and right now 
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is the revolutionary idea, whether you are talking about political 
organization or whether you are talking about economic organiza¬ 
tion, it is on a roll. 

I see the potential of big changes coming about in the future, a 
potential. Who knows? But I don’t think it is out of the question 
that a different kind of relationship with the Soviet Union can be 
built if we go about it right, and obviously we have to go about it 
with our guard up, but we need to go about it. 

It seems to me clear, as you look to the future, as the world GNP 
grows, as it is dispersed around the world, we will see more and 
more countries that have genuine capability because they will have 
a size that will make our world different than it has ever been 
before. The notion of a bi-power world has long since gone, and we 
will have a diverse world where capability is widely dispersed. I 
think that is clear. 

It is also clear that just as capacity will be distributed, capability 
is distributed. There are smart people everywhere. And there are 
people all over this world that are working very hard, along with 
their smarts, so that this spread of capability and capacity is going 
to change the structure of the world economy and the strategic sit¬ 
uation, and we have to try to understand it. 

There is a, I think, gigantic amount of change in technology to 
go with this. We can see processes replacing materials. The old 
notion that everything depended upon raw materials is beginning 
to fade. 

I think a clear and obvious example that everybody can see is the 
way in which fiber optics are substituting for copper, but that is just 
an example. 

So, we see this structure changing. I think we can see that 
advances in biotechnology are changing the ability to feed ourselves, 
and particularly when you combine that with obvious points of how 
economic activity can be organized to promote production of food. 

Malthus is being stood on his head. The capacity to produce food is 
not the limit on the population of the world. The capacity to 
produce food is very great. Our difficulty when we see pockets of 
hunger is in the distribution, and sometimes in natural disasters, 
but this can be faced up to. - 

So, that is a change. Information technology in its generic sense 
is having a profound effect on everything. Financial markets are 
now worldwide, there is no other way to think about them. The 
production and trading of goods is worldwide. 

When people talk about a world car, that is exactly what it is, it 
has things from everywhere in it. I see all the lawyers here, I dare 
say that the way you practice law is to a certain extent profoundly 
affected by information technology, the way you do research about 
medicine and health is profoundly affected, the way you conduct di¬ 
plomacy, the whole thing is different. 

And this change is a change that favors societies that are open. 
Because it is open societies that are accustomed to the free flow of 
information, and closed and compartmentalized societies have diffi¬ 
culty with it. 
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So, it flows in our favor. It is a cliche to say it is a small world, 
but it is a small world. We are a big part of it. There is no way 
that we can once again, as we did after World War I, sort of 
remove ourselves from the world, it is impossible. 

The only question is: How effectively are we going to engage and 
how well our interests are served in our foreign policy will depend 
upon the nature of that engagement. And one of my fears right 
now is that somehow, as we look at all of the difficulties, and some 
of the things that you have brought out, that there will be a tend¬ 
ency for people to throw up their hands and say, stop the world, I 
want to get off. 

We can’t get off. We have to be engaged. It is extremely impor¬ 
tant to do so. And when we do so, that future can be a wonderful 
future for America. 

So, we need to do everything we can to get our house in order 
and keep it in order, to recognize how fruitful and beneficial to the 
interests of the United States have been development in foreign 
policy around the world, and to try to sense what is out there in 
the future and understan d it and debate it and talk about it, so 
that we can adapt our policies in a way to engage those great op¬ 
portunities to the best possible advantage. 

And I believe if your hearings can produce those deeper reflec¬ 
tions on how we proceed with respect to the kind of content that 
we must address, it will have been a very useful set of exercises, 
even though painful in many ways, difficult in many ways and cer¬ 
tainly arduous for all of you. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate very much the courtesy wit h which 
you and your colleagues have treated me, and 1 appreciate the op- 
portunity to appear before you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Hamilton. Senator Inouye? 

Chairman Inouye. Mr. Secretary, in behalf of the members of 
the Senate Select Committee, I wish to thank you for your most 
profound and meaningful testimony. In a few days, we will begin 
the process of drafting our final report, and I can assure you 
throughout this process, your wise words will be etched in our 
minds. 

Mr. Chairman, when the gavel is struck in a few moments to call 
this hearing in recess, it may very well be the last time you will be 
presiding over the hearing of the joint panel. Because next week 
we will be going.to the Senate Caucus Room. And so, on this histor¬ 
ic occasion, I wish to thank you for your leadership in this most 
difficult investigation. 

You have displayed throughout all the hearings an extraordinary 
patience. You have shown meticulous fairness, and each day and 
every moment, you have been a gentleman of good grace and much 
wisdom. 

For all of that, we thank you very much. 

Chairman Hamilton. Thank you very much, Senator Inouye. 

I might give you a word of encouragement, and that is it is a lot 
easier in this chair when you don’t have to contend with a defense 
lawyer out there. I do not view the fact that I will no longer be 
presiding as an altogether unhappy circumstance, I might say. 

Mr. Secretary, you have spent 2 full days with us. And I know 
that is a large hunk of time for a Secretary of State. And we deeply 
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appreciate it. And I will not try to sum up. I simply want to say 
that I think the importance of your testimony for us is that you 
have really changed the focus of the committee’s work. 

Up until your appearance, we really have been focusing on the 
question of what went wrong, and in a sense, that is the easy part 
of our work, though it hasn’t been easy. And I think from now on, 
as you have said several times in the course of your testimony, we 
have to begin to focus on what needs to be done, what kinds of con¬ 
structive suggestions we can come up with to make this system of 
ours work better, and I noted with particular appreciation your 
offer just a moment ago to work, to continue to work with this 
committee as we develop the recommendations for our report, and 
I want to assure you that we will call on you as we work through 
that report for additional advice from you. 

I suspect these 2 days have not been easy for you, even though 
you have had a vast amount of experience testifying before Con¬ 
gressional committees. And all of us appreciate that. 

So, we wish you a very pleasant weekend, and we wish you the 
continued opportunity to serve this country with distinction, as you 
have done, and with that, the joint hearings are recessed until 
Tuesday, July 28th at 9:00 a.m. in the Senate Caucus Room, when 
we will hear from the Attorney General. Senator Inouye will be 
presiding, and I ask unanimous consent that GPS-66 be made a 
part of the record. Without objection, so ordered. 

Chairman Hamilton. And we stand in recess. 

[Whereupon, at 5:25 p.m., the Select Committees recessed, to re¬ 
convene ati):QCL am., Tuesday, July 28,1987.]_ 
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TUESDAY, JULY 28, 1987 

Senate Select Committee on Secret Military 
Assistance to Iran and the Nicaraguan Opposition 

and 

House Select Committee To Investigat 

Covert Arms Transa ctions With Iran ._ 

Washington, DC. 

The Select Committees met, pursuant to call, at 9:00 a.m., in 
room 325, Russell Senate Office Building, Hon. Daniel K. Inouye 
(chairman of the Senate Select Committee) and Hon. Lee H. Hamil¬ 
ton (chairman of the House Select Committee) presiding. 

Chairman Inouye. The Select Committees will please come to 
order. 

Mr. Attorney General, welcome, sir. 

—Attorney GeneralMEESE. Thank you. 

Chairman Inouye. Will you please rise and take the oath. 

[Witness sworn.] 

TESTIMONY OF HON. EDWIN MEESE, III, ATTORNEY 
GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES 

Chairman Inouye. Mr. Nields. 

Mr. Nields. Good morning, Mr. Attorney General. 

Attorney General Meese. Good morning, counsel. 

Mr. Nields. I understand you have a statement. 

Chairman Inouye. Mr. Attorney General, do you have an open¬ 
ing statement? 

Attorney General Meese. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, I do. And I 
believe copies have been distributed. With the permission of the 
chair, I would like to have the entire statement submitted as part 
of the record, but with your permission I will only read parts of it, 
in the interest of time. 

Chairman Inouye. Without objection, so ordered. 

Attorney General Meese. Chairman Inouye, Chairman Hamilton, 
members, and counsel of these committees: 

I welcome this opportunity to come before these committees and 
assist in your review of this administration's Iranian policy initia¬ 
tives, as well as other activities that were aimed at providing fund¬ 
ing for the freedom fighters in Nicaragua. A number of witnesses 
have preceded me and provided an accounting of the policy deci- 

( 195 ) 













196 

sions that were made and that were not made, and have described 
efforts undertaken for the ostensible purpose of furthering those 
policies. 

Before continuing that description, let me discuss briefly my role. 
As the Attorney General of the United States, it is, of course, one 
of my responsibilities to serve as the nation’s chief law enforce¬ 
ment officer. In that capacity, I am privileged to assist the Presi¬ 
dent in making sure that the laws of the United States are faithful¬ 
ly executed. 

In addition, as prescribed in the Judiciary Act of 1789, which cre¬ 
ated the office of Attorney General, I am assigned the responsibil¬ 
ity of providing legal advice and opinions to the President on such 
matters and at such times as he directs. 

Further, the Attorney General is and has been since 1791 a 
member of the President's Cabinet, and thus has the distinctly sep¬ 
arate role as one of the general advisers to the President and the 
Executive Branch. 

My exposure to the Iran-Contra matter was not confined to any 
one of those areas of responsibility, but from time to time has 
—touched them all. I believe that one can better understand and ap- 
preciate my limited role in the events of the period by understand¬ 
ing in which of the several capacities I was approached for advice 
and assistance. 

Some 8 months ago the President asked me, as his principal legal 
adviser, to develop a factual overview of the events relating to the 
Iranian initiative. During that hectic weekend in November, 1986, 
we were able to piece together a basic outline of what is now 
known as the Iran-Contra story, which has been essentially validat- 
ed during the extensive investigations which have occurred since. 

I mention this because after many months of televised hearings 
and intensive press coverage, some might understandably have dif¬ 
ficulty recalling that, as we embarked on our factfinding inquiry 
on the 21st of November, 1986, few people inside or outside the 
Government understood the true nature and scope of the Iran 
matter, let alone knew of the many details of the related activities 
and events. I certainly had no such detailed knowledge. 

My first exposure to the Iran initiative was in reality rather 
brief. I recall on the 7th of January, 1986 being asked to attend a 
meeting with the President in the Oval Office, along with other 
members of the Cabinet and certain members of the White House 
staff. Parenthetically, let me state that my calendar shows, and I 
have been told by otners, that on the previous day, the 6th of Janu¬ 
ary, the Deputy Attorney General, Lowell Jensen, and I met with 
Lt. Col. Oliver North, who gave us a short briefing on an Iranian 
initiative. I do not specifically remember that meeting, but I am 
satisfied that it took place. 

At the meeting on the 7th of January in the President’s office, 
Admiral Poindexter and Director Casey raised the proposed Iran 
initiative. As described, the initiative involved overtures to more 
moderate elements in Iran, and the cultivation of a relationship 
that could in the future be to the geopolitical advantage of the 
United States. 

The proposal was also described as possibly helping to end the 
long Iran-Iraq War. The initiative was also seen as a means of de- 
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creasing Iranian sponsorship of terrorism, forestalling Soviet de¬ 
signs on the area and gaining Iranian assistance for the release of 
the Americans then being held hostage in the Middle East. 

We discussed the Israeli suggestions concerning the initiative, es¬ 
pecially concerning a transfer of arms from the United States and 
assistance in the release of hostages from Iran, as a means of estab¬ 
lishing with each side the good faith of the other. I was present at 
that meeting both as the President’s legal adviser and as a member 
of the Cabinet and of the NSC. 

- One-legal issue that was raised-concer ned the a ppropriate statu¬ 
tory authority for an arms transfer as part of the strategic initia¬ 
tive. Based on my familiarity with a 1981 opinion by then-Attorney 
General William French Smith, I concurred with the view of Direc¬ 
tor Casey that it would be legal for the President to authorize arms 
transfers pursuant to the National Security Act. 

Admiral Poindexter and Director Casey favored the initiative. 
Secretary Shultz and Secretary Weinberger opposed it. My own 
counsel was that, while a very close question, the benefit seemed to 
slightly outweigh the risks, especially since I had the impression at 
that time that a timeframe of 30 to 60 days was contemplated and 
that the risks were, therefore, short-term. 

It’s my recollection that the meeting included a brief discussion 
that a Presidential Finding would be necessary because of the pro¬ 
posed involvement of the Central Intelligence Agency. I believe 
there was also a discussion of the necessity of notifying Congress 
and the legality of delaying that notification because of the ex¬ 
treme hazard to the hostages and others. I do not recall anyone at 
the meeting arguing in favor of immediate notification. 

—With regard to the legality of the^elayrldorecallstating thatrl 
believed a short delay was appropriate but wanted to examine the 
statute before I agreed that such a postponement would be permis¬ 
sible. At the conclusion of the meeting the President decided that 
the project was worth pursuing and directed Admiral Poindexter 
and Director Casey to proceed. 

I should add parenthetically that it was not my understanding at 
the meeting that anyone was discussing arms-for-hostages transac¬ 
tions or that the President understood the proposal in those terms. 
Quite the contrary, no deals were to be made with any of the 
groups who had taken or were holding American hostages. The 
President was very firm on this point. A limited number of defen¬ 
sive weapons were to be sold to certain Iranians to demonstrate the 
United States’ good faith. They, in turn, as a display of their good 
faith, were to negotiate separately with forces in Lebanon for the 
return of the American hostages. No direct dealings with the hos¬ 
tage-takers nor the payment of any type of ransom was ever con¬ 
templated. 

Following the meeting on the 7th of January and over the next 
10 days, I attended one or possibly two follow-up meetings which 
included Director Casey, Admiral Poindexter, CIA General Counsel 
Sporkin, and myself. The one meeting that I most clearly recall 
took place on the 16th of January, 1986. I believe that Secretary 
Weinberger also attended at least part of that meeting. We dis¬ 
cussed section 501 of the National Security Act, the law involving 
notification to Congress of certain covert activities. General Coun- 
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sel Sporkin explained his analysis of the statute. After reviewing 
the statute, I concurred with the Central Intelligence Agency’s 
advice that notification to Congress could, in the circumstances, be 
postponed due to the imminent danger facing the hostages. 

In this regard, I should emphasize that the expectation at the 
meetings that I attended in January was that the administration 
would notify Congress as soon as possible after the hostages were 
on board an airplane, out of the Middle East, and under the control 
of the United States. - 

There was no desire or plan, to my knowledge, to keep this 
matter from the Congress. There was simply a recognition that this 
was a highly sensitive activity and that human lives were at 
stake—the lives of the American hostages and the lives of the more 
pragmatic Iranian elements who were willing to attempt a rela¬ 
tionship with the United States. 

We were all acutely aware that if word of the initiative got out, 
however innocently or inadvertently, it would likely be fatal to the 
hostages and to others helping in their release. 

It is precisely because of this concern that knowledge of this op¬ 
eration within the administration was so closely held and shared 
on only a very strict need-to-know basis. 

Indeed, I was among those not kept advised of the Iranian initia¬ 
tive after rendering the advice that I mentioned in January of ’86. 

Apparently there was no continuing need for me to know of ef¬ 
forts undertaken to implement this program. And in that regard I 
had not been included as a necessary participant in 1985 when the 
concept of an Iranian strategic initiative had first been suggested 
and developed. And I, along with some other members of the Na- 
tional Security Council, had not been infor med at any tim e in 1985^ 
about any arms shipments that occurred during that year or about 
any related Presidential Findings prepared or signed prior to Janu¬ 
ary 1986. 

I had no awareness of such matters until I learned of them for 
the first time in November 1986, and thereafter. 

As the testimony of others before these committees has indicat¬ 
ed, there were only two occasions that I can recall in the summer 
of 1986 when Department of Justice matters prompted a conversa¬ 
tion between me and Admiral Poindexter that related to the Irani¬ 
an initiative. On both occasions I acted in my capacity in those 
matters as the country’s chief law enforcement officer. 

The first arose as the result of an inquiry from within the De¬ 
partment of Justice concerning a criminal investigation originating 
in New York, relating to arms smuggling to Iran. The suspects in 
that investigation alleged that the U.S. Government had author¬ 
ized their arms sales. 

Criminal Division attorneys had asked that I check to be sure 
that no such authorization existed. I, therefore, called Admiral 
Poindexter and received his assurance that the arms sales in ques¬ 
tion had not been authorized and were not connected with the Ira¬ 
nian initiative. A declaration was subsequently filed in court, I be¬ 
lieve, that stated this fact. 

The second incident occurred around the end of October 1986. 
Admiral Poindexter telephoned me and inquired about a Federal 
investigation which included an air carrier known as Southern Air 
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Transport. He advised that the airline was involved in efforts con¬ 
cerning the Iranian initiative that were at a critical stage. He, 
therefore, asked whether it might be possible to delay a scheduled 
visit of investigators to Southern Air for around 10 days so as not 
to disrupt this activity relating to the Iranian initiative. 

I informed Admiral Poindexter that we obviously could not 
impede, weaken, or interfere with the investigation, but that I 
would check with FBI Director Webster to ascertain if it might be 
possible to delay certain nonurgent aspects of the inquiry. 

Through Associate Attorney General Trott, who handles the 
criminal matters within the department for me, I was informed by 
Director Webster on the 30th of October 1986 that the delay could 
properly take place without in any respect adversely affecting the 
investigation. 

I have since been advised by Director Webster that this is pre¬ 
cisely what occurred, that the investigation of Southern Air Trans¬ 
port resumed on November 26th and that it was in no way preju¬ 
diced by that delay. 

In early November of 1986, events occurred which were of great 
consequence to the Iranian initiative. On or about the 4th of No¬ 
vember, following publication of a story in a Middle Eastern jour¬ 
nal, American newspapers began to print widely varying accounts 
of this matter. 

Therefore, on the 7th of November I advised Charles Cooper, the 
Assistant Attorney General for the Office of Legal Counsel—which 
is the office that assists me in my responsibility as legal adviser to 
the President and the Executive Branch, including on matters re¬ 
lating to national security—that his efforts would probably be 
n eeded on the le gal iss ues that might arise in regard to the Iranian 
initiative. 

The following Monday, which was the 10th of November, I at¬ 
tended a meeting with the President and other advisers, at which 
the Iranian initiative was generally discussed. 

On the 13th of November, the President addressed the nation on 
the Iranian activities. Six days later, on the 19th of November, he 
held a press conference on the subject. 

At Admiral Poindexter's invitation, I attended a meeting in his 
office the next afternoon, the 20th of November, with Director 
Casey, Assistant Attorney General Cooper, and for most of the time 
National Security Council staff counsel Paul Thompson and Lt. 
Col. North. There may have been others present from time to time. 

I was invited to that meeting as the President’s legal adviser, to 
review the legal aspects of the Iranian initiative prior to adminis¬ 
tration witnesses being called upon to give scheduled testimony 
and briefings before the Congress. 

I recall seeing for the first time at that meeting a draft chronolo¬ 
gy of events that, from all appearances, had been prepared earlier 
in the day by the National Security Council staff. 

In addition, drafts of proposed testimony were distributed— 
again, which I was seeing for the first time. Those documents were 
reviewed and discussed, and corrections and revisions were made at 
the suggestions of those who had knowledge of specific events. 

Mr. Chairman, questions have been raised during prior hearings 
of these committees here about my participatin' in this meeting 
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and whether I so-called acquiesced in the statements included in 
the proposed testimony being prepared. 

The truth is, I did not at the time have knowledge sufficient to 
allow me to make any sort of judgment regarding the accuracy of 
the proposed testimony, or the prepared chronology, or the revi¬ 
sions or corrections that were being suggested. 

You will recall that the Iranian operation had been rigorously 
compartmentalized and only those, as I stated earlier, with a need 
to know were brought into the planning and the implementation. 

Thus, while I was generally aware on the 20th of November 1986 
that there may have been arms transfers to Iran by Israel in 1985, 
I had no personal knowledge about such shipments, about our role 
(if any) in assisting with the transfers, or about the contemporane¬ 
ous knowledge of other administration officials concerning the de¬ 
tails of these shipments. 

It was after that meeting, late in the evening, when I first 
learned in a secure telephone conversation with Mr. Cooper—I hap¬ 
pened to be at West Point, New York, at the time—that there were 
apparent differences in the recollections of the Secretary of State, 
former National Security Assistant Robert McFarlane, and perhaps 
others. I was concerned that great care be taken to resolve these 
differences so that accurate testimony would be given at the con¬ 
gressional hearings and briefings that were scheduled for the next 
day. 

I believed that, because the Iranian initiative had been such a 
highly sensitive matter, and because it had been so rigidly com¬ 
partmentalized, no one seemed to have all the facts and all seemed 
to me to be trying to piece together various parts of the story with¬ 
out full knowledge of the events. 

As a consequence, there appeared to be considerable confusion as 
to what occurred when, and the many conflicting and inconsistent 
news stories only seemed to exacerbate the situation. 

It was for this reason that I went to see the President the next 
day. I advised him of my concerns and recommended that he have 
someone undertake a fact-gathering review into the Iranian initia¬ 
tive to ascertain a fuller and more accurate picture of the events 
and the activities that had occurred. 

The President agreed totally with my assessment and directed 
me to commence an immediate review. I had indicated that I would 
be willing to do that if he so decided. 

He asked that I complete this task before the National Security 
Planning Group meeting which was to be on this subject and that 
had been scheduled for 2:00 p.m. on Monday, the 24th of Novem¬ 
ber— 

It might be helpful if I spend just a few minutes on the activity 
that took place during that weekend. 

The essential point to keep in mind is that our purpose was not 
to conduct a criminal investigation. Indeed, on the 21st of Novem¬ 
ber there was no hint that criminal activity was in any way impli¬ 
cated in the Iranian arms transactions. Indeed, I later learned that 
the Criminal Division of the Department of Justice had separately 
conducted its own independent review of criminal statutes that 
might possibly be involved and, as reflected in a memorandum 
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dated the 22d of November 1986, found no basis to suspect that 
crimes had been committed. 

Early Friday afternoon—this is now the 21st of November, after 
my meeting with the President, I discussed the matter of the fact¬ 
gathering inquiry with FBI Director William Webster, who con¬ 
curred that it would be inappropriate to utilize FBI investigators. 
Our purpose, plain and simple, was to find out what the facts 
really were and report to the President. 

I, therefore, put together a small team of lawyers who were 
knowledgeable about national security matters and proceeded to 
systematically talk with each of the persons having information 
about the Iranian initiative and to review the applicable docu¬ 
ments. 

As Secretary Shultz said in his testimony last week, our efforts 
in the space of just over 3 days turned up the essential facts that 
are still the essential facts today. Obviously much more informa¬ 
tion and many additional details have been uncovered by the vari¬ 
ous investigations, including those by these committees, and the 
months of effort that have taken place since that weekend. 

But the basic outline of facts that the President and I related to 
Congress and to the public on the 25th of November 1986 remains 
intact today. 

From the afternoon of Friday, November 21st through the 
evening of Monday, November 24th, a number of people were inter¬ 
viewed, documents were examined, and information was obtained 
from the relevant agencies that had participated in the strategic 
Iran initiative. Much of the information we obtained has previously 
been provided to these committees by the witnesses that have ap¬ 
peared before you and in the depositions and the documents which 
are part of your record. 

Therefore, I will not chronicle in detail the events of that week¬ 
end, but I will, of course, be happy to respond to any questions you 
may have about it. 

During our review, we discovered facts indicating that funds ob¬ 
tained from the arms transfers in Iran had been diverted to the 
Democratic Resistance forces in Nicaragua. I brought this informa¬ 
tion to the President, who determined that it should be reported 
promptly to the Congress and to the American people and that im¬ 
mediate corrective action should be taken. 

Therefore, on Tuesday, the 25th of November 1986, a briefing for 
congressional leaders was held at 11:00 o’clock and a news confer¬ 
ence was conducted at noon. 

Although our information was by no means complete at that 
time, and we recognized that much investigative activity would 
follow, the President requested that I disclose all that we had 
learned to date so that there would be no claim of withholding of 
information or charge of coverup. 

Several actions were immediately commenced to pursue the nec¬ 
essary followup investigations and remedial actions. 

The President announced that he was convening a special review 
board to investigate and make recommendations to ensure that the 
mistakes made in implementing national security policy in this 
case would not occur again. 
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We also took immediate action concerning the possible criminal 
law implications of the information which had been uncovered. I, 
therefore, met with Assistant Attorney General William Weld, who 
heads the Department’s Criminal Division, and headed it at that 
time, to discuss the initiation of an investigation by his attorneys 
and the FBI into the possible violation of criminal statutes. That 
process was well under way by the same evening. 

I also directed Deputy Attorney General Arnold Burns to contact 
the White House Counsel to secure all files in the NSC offices. 

As these steps were being taken, it was clear to me that the initi¬ 
ation of an independent counsel was probable. The activities of the 
Criminal Division included the initial inquiry to determine wheth¬ 
er the legal and factual predicates required by the independent 
counsel statute were present. 

By the 2d of December, I had concluded that seeking an inde¬ 
pendent counsel was appropriate and advised the President of this 
fact. 

On the 4th of December, the formal request for assignment of an 
independent counsel was presented to the Special Division of the 
Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit. That request 
was ultimately granted and Lawrence Walsh, as you know, was ap¬ 
pointed as independent counsel. Since then, I have continued, in ac¬ 
cordance with the President’s wishes and my own best judgment, to 
be fully supportive of and cooperative with all the official inquiries 
into this matter. 

Today is my sixth session of testimony on this matter. Others in 
the Department and elsewhere in the administration have also ap¬ 
peared multiple times, and there has been an unprecedented will¬ 
ing disclosure of perhaps millions of pages of sensitive government 
documents. 

That in brief, Mr. Chairman, is my knowledge of events sur¬ 
rounding the matters under consideration^ by these committees, but 
I would be remiss if I did not acknowledge one of the often-stated 
goals of these hearings—the need for a constructive relationship 
between the executive and the legislative branches in the conduct 
of foreign policy. 

It is in the spirit of hoping to assist you in your examination of 
the facts and in contributing toward the cooperation between our 
respective branches of government that I am pleased to be here 
before you today, and I welcome any questions yotr, the members of 
the committees, and your counsel may have. 

[The prepared statement of Edwin Meese, III, appears in appen¬ 
dix B.] 

Chairman Inouye. Thank you very much, Mr. Attorney General. 
— Chai r man In o uy e . - MrrNields;--- 

Mr. Nields. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Good morning once again, Mr. Attorney General. 

In August and September of 1985 and then again in November of 
1985, Israel made certain shipments of weapons to Iran, and I 
think you have already covered this, but I want to make it clear. 

Did you have any knowledge of either of those shipments at the 
time? 
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Attorney General Meese. I have no recollection whatsoever of 
having any knowledge of those shipments at the time, Mr. Nields. 

Mr. Nields. There was a Finding drafted by the CIA and specifi¬ 
cally its general counsel, Mr. Sporkin, on the 25th of November 
1985, which was eventually signed according to the testimony of 
Admiral Poindexter, on December 5th, 1985. Were you consulted in 
any way in connection with that Finding? 

Attorney General Meese. No, Counsel, I was not. 

Mr. Nields. And did you have any knowledge of it at the time? 

Attorney General Meese. I had no knowledge of it at the time. 

Mr. Nields. I take it then that your first knowledge of the so- 
called initiative involving arms sales to Iran came in January of 
1986? 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct. 

Mr. Nields. I think you have testified or in your opening state¬ 
ment you have already said that you had at least three meetings, 
one of which I think you recall only through looking at records, 
which was the one on the 6th of January? 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct. 

Mr. Nields. And one on the 7th of January. 

Attorney General Meese. That I recall very well. 

Mr. Nields. And one on the 16th of January and maybe one 
other? 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct. 

Mr. Nields. I am not going to ask you to go through these meet¬ 
ings again since you have already described them in your opening 
statement, but I take it, it is fair to say that the one on the 6th 
involved Oliver North? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, it did. 

Mr. Nields. And the one on the 7th included various members of 
the Cabinet, Director Casey, Admiral Poindexter, Secretaries 
Shultz and Weinberger, and tne President? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir, and also the Vice President, I 
believe—I don’t know whether you mentioned Donald Regan, the 
Chief of Staff of the White House, and it is possible there may have 
been one other person there from the NSC staff. I can’t remember 
for sure. 

Mr. Nields. And the one on the 16th included at least Admiral 
Poindexter, General Counsel Sporkin, Secretary Weinberger, and 
yourself? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, and I believe Director Casey was 
there. 

As to Secretary Weinberger, I am not sure that he was there for 
the entire meeting, but I believe he was there for at least part of 
the meeting. I doivt have as good a recollection of his presence. 

Mr. Nields. I take it that one of the issues on which you were 
consulted during these meetings was the policy question of whether 
it was wise to sell arms to Iran under the circumstances? 

Attorney General Meese. In the meeting on the 7th of January 
with the President, the issue of whether the Iranian initiative, and 
it was never confined to selling arms per se, it was a total initia¬ 
tive, it had several objectives which I related in my opening state¬ 
ment, but to just again refer to them, first it was always in the 
light of this being a very dangerous area of the world. The pres- 
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ence of the Soviet Union and the menace to the region by the 
Soviet Union was one that was a part of the total backdrop of the 
discussion. 

The initiative had to do, first of all, with the objective of develop¬ 
ing a channel of communication with elements in Iran. Iran has 
several factions in its government and it was felt that one of the 
factions or representatives of one of the factions might be amena¬ 
ble to continuing communications so that we would be able to in¬ 
crease our influence over that government either in the near 
future or in the distant future when there would be a change in 
that government. 

Secondly, an objective was to use contact with that element to 
try to end the Iran-Iraq war. 

A third objective was to again, through that medium, through 
those forces, to try to decrease Iranian participation in or sponsor¬ 
ship of terrorism. 

And fourthly, to try to use—to encourage that group to use their 
influence to assist in the obtaining of the release of hostages that 
were being held in the Middle East. 

The transfer of weapons was a part, as I mentioned in my open¬ 
ing statement, of reciprocal good faith on both sides and the issue 
was discussed at great length, that was the primary discussion in 
the meeting on the 7th of whether this should be done or not. 

Mr. Nields. I take it that, I think you said it, you recognized it 
as a risky proposition, but on balance, you thought it should go for¬ 
ward. I gather or I guess I would like to ask you whether a factor 
in your thinking was the question of whether the venture was 
likely to succeed? 

Attorney General Meese. It was in part whether it was likely to 
succeed. There were risks involved in terms of the people who were 
involved in Iran. There were questions as to whether it would suc¬ 
ceed. There were questions, frankly, about whether it was a good 
idea to include the transfer of arms as a part of the showing of 
good faith. 

All of these were aspects that were discussed at that meeting. 

Mr. Nields. Did anyone at that meeting or any of the other 
meetings during January make reference to the fact that Benjamin 
Weir had been released simultaneous with an earlier transfer of 
weapons? 

Attorney General Meese. Counsel, I cannot recall whether that 
was mentioned or not at that meeting. 

Mr. Nields. Did anyone make any reference to any of the prior 
history of this initiative at that meeting? 

Attorney General Meese. No. At that meeting I do not remember 
an v reference to the prior history of the initiative. I have thought 
afterwards that it is possible some people might have made allu- 
sions to it, but I would not have had the background to pick up the 
allusion if they had. 

Mr. Nields. Did anyone, for example, make reference to the pos¬ 
sibility that as a result of what had gone before it would be danger¬ 
ous to the hostages’ lives to stop now? 

Attorney General Meese. No, I don’t recall anything of that 
nature. Everything that I recall about that entire meeting was that 
the whole project was prospective in nature. 
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Mr. Nields. Did anyone make reference to the fact that the most 
recent transaction, the one which you now know occurred in No¬ 
vember of 1985, had caused the Iranians to be angry that it had 
been botched, and that it was important to repair the situation? 

Attorney General Meese. No, sir, I don’t recall any discussion 
such as that. 

Mr. Nields. I take it that another issue on which your advice 
was sought was the propriety of not notifying Congress at the time. 

Attorney General Meese. There was a brief discussion of that— 
actually I think Director Casey raised that issue, said that he and 
his counsel felt it would be appropriate to delay the notification of 
Congress. There was discussion about notifying Congress as soon as 
possible, and I believe there was discussion at that session that we 
wouldn't even wait until the hostages were back in Weisbaden, I 
think that is where they had planned to take them, but as soon as 
they were on board the planes and under U.S. control, that there 
would be an immediate notification of Congress. 

Mr. Nields. And I take it eventually you concurred in that proce¬ 
dure? 


Attorney General Meese. I said I thought that that was correct, 
but I wanted to check the law first, which I did, and then gave my 
views in more detail or at least my concurrence with the CIA view 
on 16 January. 

Mr. Nields. Did anyone tell you during any of these meetings 
that the President had one month earlier signed a Finding in con¬ 
nection with this initiative which called for postponed notification 
to Congress? 

Attorney General Meese. No, sir, I cannot recall any mention of 
that at all. 

Mr. Nields. And that includes General Counsel Sporkin at your 
meeting on the 16th? 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct. 

Mr. Nields. Made no reference whatever to the prior Finding? 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t recall any reference whatsoever 
to any prior Finding that had been signed by the President. 

Mr. Nields. What was the— I think you have already given the 
practical basis for your judgment that postponed notification was 
warranted. What was the legal basis for your judgment that it was 
permissible? 

Attorney General Meese. The legal basis was that Section 501(b) 
of the National Security Act of 1947 provides that the President, if 
there has not been prior notification under Section 501(a), shall 
make timely notification of the Congress. 

Mr. Nields. Were you aware at the time, either your initial con¬ 
versation on the subject or after you had checked the statute, of 
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embers of Congress 


and most significantly the chairman of the Senate Committee who 
is presiding today, Chairman Inouye, that the only circumstance in 
which prior notification could be foregone would lie where the exec¬ 
utive did not have time to notify Congress in advance? 

Attorney General Meese. I am not sure that I was aware at that 
time. Since that time I have looked into the legislative history, and 
I have seen references to a variety of views that were expressed 
when the amendments were passed in 1980, views which Members 
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of the Senate which also indicated that were some severe limita¬ 
tions on what Congress could impose upon a President regarding 
limitations, regarding notification because of his constitutional re¬ 
sponsibilities. 

There was a colloquy between Senator Javits and Senator Hud¬ 
dleston particularly in this regard and that there was also legisla¬ 
tive history that the word “timely” was inserted and also words 
such as “consistent with the President’s constitutional responsibil¬ 
ities and duties”, and so on, so as not to create a confrontation over 
this particular act. 

There was also testimony, I believe, before the Senate in that 
regard by Admiral Stansfield Turner, who was at that time the Di¬ 
rector of Central Intelligence, as to the lack of desirability or 
indeed the danger of Congress requiring under certain circum¬ 
stances notification immediately by the President. 

There was also, I believe, a considerable discussion of this at the 
time of the signing of the act by—that included this particular pro¬ 
vision by President Carter, acknowledging the prerogatives of the 
President and reserving, in effect, the ability of the President to 
delay notification of the Congress. 

Indeed, I think there has been written material by Admiral 
Turner since that time noting that, in fact, there were such delays 
by President Carter during his administration. 

Mr. Nields. Did you review any of this material at the time, 
prior to giving your opinion? 

Attorney General Meese. No, at the time I reviewed the statute, 
and I believe the annotations. 

Mr. Nields. Did you consult with anyone else in the Department 
of Justice on the question? 

Attorney General Meese. No, I didn’t. I would have ordinarily, 
but this was such a closely held matter that it was my understand¬ 
ing that no one was to know outside of that very small group of 
people that was involved in advising the President on the 7th and 
those people in the operating departments who were necessary to 
implement the initiative. 

Mr. Nields. I take it then that there was no opinion done in 
writing on this question? 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct. Not at that time. There 
have been opinions since that time. 

Mr. Nields. And I take it that would include any opinion that 
made no reference to the specific facts of this initiative, but ad¬ 
dressed the question of what the timely notice requirement meant 
in the statute at the time- 

Attorney General Meese. There were none at that time. As I say, 

Mr. Nields. You have testified, I think, to the length of the delay 
which you anticipated at the time you gave your opinion on the 
propriety of delaying. Can you tell us again just what your under¬ 
standing was of the length of the delay? 

Attorney General Meese. My understanding was that this would 
be a near-term type of activity, that things were going to go for¬ 
ward virtually immediately and that it would be accomplished in 
30 to 60 days. I am not sure that anyone actually put that time- 
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frame on it in the discussion, but it was certainly implicit in what 
was said at that time. 

There was discussion about the weapons transfers taking place, 
the hostages coming out immediately, and it was in that kind of a 
timeframe that it was discussed in general terms. 

Mr. Nields. You may want to make reference to exhibit 9, which 
is—you don’t need to, but I am going to make reference to it. It is a 
cover memorandum to the January 17th Finding. And on page 2, 
at the bottom, it says, “if all the hostages are not released after the 
first shipment of a thousand weapons, further transfer would 
cease.” 

Attorney General Meese. I do not believe that I ever saw this 
document at the time, but that certainly is consistent with what we 
were led to understand was a part of the discussion that I remem¬ 
ber taking place on the 7th of January, and this was what led me 
to believe that this would be a very short-term operation. 

Mr. Nields. Just to make it clear, either the weapons would be 
delivered and the hostages released at which point notice would be 
given, or the weapons would be shipped and the hostages not re¬ 
leased, in which case the whole thing would be terminated and 
notice could be given. 

Attorney General Meese. That is what this says and that’s what 
I remember being discussed on the 7th of January. 

Mr. Nields. As we all know, at this point the weapons were 
shipped, no hostages were released, but the initiative was not ter¬ 
minated. Were you ever advised that there was a change in plan in 
terms of the length of delay? 

Attorney General Meese. No, sir. I was not. I found out about it 
obviously in November of 1986 that that, in fact, is what had oc¬ 
curred. 

Mr. Nields. At any of the meetings in January of 1986 did 
anyone point out the advantage of consultation notice to Congress? 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t recall anyone pointing out the 
advantage of consultation with Congress or notification of Con¬ 
gress. It could possibly have been raised by someone on the 7th, but 
I certainly don’t remember it. Anything—I think I said in my open¬ 
ing statement that there was no one who was arguing for notifica¬ 
tion. I don’t remember anyone. 

Mr. Nields. No one, for example, argued either that it would be 
helpful to get input form congressional leaders or that it would be 
helpful if the project failed to have some congressional support 
behind you? 

Attorney General Meese. Not that I recall, Mr. Nields. Actually, 
the notification of Congress was a very brief part of the meeting on 
the 7th.. The principal discu ssion at the meet ing on the 7th wa s 
whether this should be done at all and there was a rather heated 
discussion of that in which I only had a very minor part. 

It was primarily conducted on the one side by Secretary Shultz 
and Secretary Weinberger and on the othei side by Director Casey 
and Admiral Poindexter. 

Mr. Nields. Was this discussed as a U.S. Government proposal or 
an Israeli Government proposal that the United States was agree 
ing to or participating in? 



Attorney General Meese. My best recollection was that they had 
talked about a the—that Israel had made suggestions about this 
initiative, and indeed, I believe that someone, a representative 
from Israel, had visited with Admiral Poindexter just a few days 
before. 

Mr. Nields. I may say that, again, you may refer if you wish to 
exhibits 7 and 9. You already have 9 in front of you, which is the 
cover memorandum to the January 17th Finding. 

Attorney General Meese. Right. I see there that it starts out by 
saying—by the way, this is a memorandum from Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter to the President attaching the covert action Finding regard¬ 
ing Iran, and it starts out by saying that Prime Minister Peres of 
Israel secretly dispatched his special adviser on terrorism with in¬ 
structions to propose a plan by which Israel, with limited assist¬ 
ance from the United States, can create conditions to help bring 
about a more moderate government in Iran. 

So it does certainly verify that point. 

Mr. Nields. Is that consistent with your recollection of how the 
project was briefed to you at the time? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir, it is, and I am looking now at 
exhibit 7, which talks about Covert Action Finding regarding Iran, 
which appears to be a similar document. 

Mr. Nields. That document, I should say, is dated the 4th of Jan¬ 
uary, and is believed to relate to the Finding which was signed on 
the 6th of January. 

Exhibit number 7, which is the one dated January 4th, describes 
a proposal pursuant to which Israel would ship weapons from its 
stocks which would later be replenished by the United States. 

The exhibit number 9, which is the cover memo for the January 
17th Finding, describes instead a transaction pursuant to which the 
United States would ship its weapons directly to Iran, and it places 
the change on legal grounds. I might read it, it is at the bottom of 
page 1 of exhibit 9, and it says “we have researched the legal prob¬ 
lems of Israel selling U.S.-manufactured arms to Iran. Because of 
the requirement in U.S. law for recipients of U.S. arms to notify 
the U.S. Government of transfers to third countries, I do not rec¬ 
ommend that you agree with the specific details of the Israeli 
plan." 

However, there is another possibility, and it makes reference to 
the opinion of Attorney General Smith that you referred to earlier, 
and states that the objectives of the Israeli plan could be met if the 
CIA using an authorized agent as necessary purchased arms from 
the Department of Defense under the Economy Act and then trans¬ 
ferred them to Iran directly after receiving appropriate payment 
from Iran. 

And T guess my question to you is, were you consulted on-the- 
legal issues raised by Israel selling from its stocks followed by re¬ 
plenishment as compared with direct sales from the United States 
to Iran? 

Attorney General Meese. I believe there was a discussion of that 
in which I participated at the time that we were looking over the 
Finding, possibly on the 16th of January. I do remember that at 
the meeting on the 7th of January, my best recollection is that Bill 
Casey said to me, you remember Bill Smith's memorandum in— 
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and I don’t know whether he gave the exact date, which was in 
1981 or some years earlier, authorizing CIA to transfer weapons 
under the National Security Act, and I did remember that because 
I had been present during a rather lengthy discussion of that at 
the National Security Council, and I indicated that I did. 

This was really the basis for the discussion. I believe Secretary 
Weinberger at the meeting on the 7th said that he wanted to check 
that out with his general counsel that this could be done through 
the National Security Act rather than the Arms Export Control 
Act. 

My recollection is that either while I was there or separately he 
had provided the information to Admiral Poindexter that his Gen¬ 
eral Counsel was satisfied that the National Security Act could be 
used and there was at least a brief discussion in my presence in 
Admiral Poindexter's office on some occasion, I think it was the 
16th, in which a variety of different modes of transfer were dis¬ 
cussed. 

One was the Israeli proposal of the Israelis transferring their 
weapons and our government replenishing their supply. 

A second method was to go through an international arms dealer 
in which the Israelis would not be involved directly, and a third 
option was to have the CIA transfer the weapons directly to Iran or 
through Israel, but where CIA would be the principal entity doing 
it as is set forth here in exhibit no. 9. 

I believe that the recommendation of the CIA General Counsel 
was that that be the method that be used. Certainly I agreed based 
upon Mr. Smith’s memorandum which incorporated an original 
opinion that had been established by the State Department and 
with which the Department of Justice concurred in 1981 in another 
matter. 

Mr. Nields. I think I understand, but I want to make certain. 
The committee has heard testimony from various sources, General 
Counsel Sporkin, some people from the Defense Department, and 
other testimony that there would be problems raised, legal prob¬ 
lems raised if the Israelis transferred weapons that they had earli¬ 
er purchased under the Arms Export Control Act, and that it was a 
cleaner and more appropriately legal way to do it, to simply trans¬ 
fer directly form the United States to Iran pursuant to an intelli¬ 
gence Finding. 

Attorney General Meese. Yes. 

Mr. Nields. Did you concur with that judgment at the time? 

Attorney General Meese. Right. Let me amend by saying pursu¬ 
ant to an intelligence Finding and through the provisions of the 
National Security Act, and I did concur with that, yes. 

Mr. Nields. I take it from your opening statement that you were 
.pretty much not in the loop,J3ajto speak, from the time this Find- 
ing was signed on the 17th of January until the publicity that 
arose in the November 1986 period? 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct. 

Mr. Nields. I think you made reference to a couple of brief con¬ 
sultations on tangential matters, but I take it you were not advised 
of particular shipments, for example? 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct. 



210 


Mr. Nields. Now, I take it then during the week of the third of 
November 1986 some newspaper reports appeared making refer¬ 
ence to this initiative. 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct. 

Mr. Nields. And I think that the record reflects that initially the 
President indicated publicly that these were without foundation, or 
words to that effect, but the articles continued, and there was a 
meeting of various members of the National Security Council on 
the 10th of November 1986. Do you have a recollection of that 
meeting? 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t recall statements by the Presi¬ 
dent that vou have characterized, but I do recall the meeting on 
the 10th of November, yes. 

Mr. Nields. Was one of the topics of that meeting the question of 
what the press ought to be told about the initiative? 

Attorney General Meese. Let me first state, Mr. Nields, that the 
meeting on the 10th of November I believe you characterized as the 
National Security Council meeting. Did you? 

Mr. Nields. I think I said various members of the National Secu¬ 
rity Council were present, but I will ask you that question. Was it 
a National Security Council meeting? 

Attorney General Meese. It was not. That is the point I wanted 
to make. It was a meeting in which a few members of the National 
Security Council were gathered in the President’s office, in the 
Oval Office, I believe, rather than where the National Security 
Council or National Security Planning Group would normally 
meet, which is either the Cabinet room or the Situation Room. 

At that meeting, and if I may, I will refer—I believe you have an 
exhibit that has some notes of mine on the 10th of November. If I 
may look at the- 

Mr. Nields. I think you are referring to exhibit number 17. 

Attorney General Meese. OK. 

Mr. Nields. We would appreciate if you would, at least for the 
time being, use that solely for purposes of recollection refreshing. 

Attorney General Meese. Yes. I do have—I am now referring to 
exhibit 17, which characterized, interestingly enough, I have char¬ 
acterized it as a national security meeting, not a National Security 
Council meeting, I think that may have a significance that I men¬ 
tioned to you, in the Oval Office on the 10th of November at 11:30. 
I am looking now at my notes to refresh my recollection. 

I see a note I took that says “Washington, D.C., too much talk,’’ 
which may have to do with press accounts, and I see here my notes 
that says “Lives of those with whom we deal, for example, in Iran 
could be jeopardized,” which I am sure was at least possibly in ref¬ 
erence to how this should be handled with the news media. I don't 
have any other notes, but I am sure that at least a part of that 
meeting-was4nvolved-with-how this should-be-handled-with-the^ 
press. 

Mr. Nields. What was the President’s position on that subject at 
that meeting? 

Attorney General Meese. I think his position, as best I can 
recall, was that we should be very careful in statements to the 
press for a variety of reasons. He was concerned about the hostages 
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who were still in Lebanon, he was concerned about the elements in 
Iran because at that time I believe there was some discussion that 
at least the communication with those elements could perhaps con¬ 
tinue. 

There was—I have a note here that says “debriefing of Jacobsen 
may lead to new opportunity,’' which would lead me to believe we 
felt there was still a possibility of getting hostages out, and I also 
have a note on my—a notation here on the second page of my 
notes that says “North, two more hostages by this weekend,” which 
leads me to believe there was still hope we would get hostages out 
even in the course of this revelation. 

So I believe the principal concern that the President had in 
regard to the way in which this was treated by the news media was 
to do nothing that would endanger either the hostages or the 
people in Iran. 

Mr. Nields. There is another set of notes that relates to this 
meeting, which is exhibit 19, they are Mr. Keel’s notes. On page 7 
of them, the President—it is attributed to the President. We don’t 
talk TOWs, don’t talk specifics. Is that consistent with your recol¬ 
lection of the position that the President took at the meeting? 

Attorney General Meese. I will assume it’s here. I can’t find it, 
but as a matter of fact, I can hardly read it. 

Mr. Nields. It’s difficult to read. 

Attorney General Meese. But in any event, I don’t have any 
recollection one way or the other whether he said that specifically. 
I do know that the more details that were given, such as TOWs, 
the more danger there would have been to the people in Iran and 
presumably to the hostages as well, so that would not be inconsist¬ 
ent with what I recall as the general tenor of the meeting. 

Mr. Nields. Do you recall any other contrary views being ex¬ 
pressed? 

Attorney General Meese. No, I do not. As a matter of fact, I 
think that was the general sentiment of most of the people there. 

Mr. Nields. Either at the meeting or following the meeting, I 
guess I want to ask you, following the meeting, did you ask anyone 
in the Department of Justice to commence legal research into po¬ 
tential legal issues that might arise as the result of the publicity? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes. I had already given a warning 
order I believe sometime the previous week, prior to, on or about 
the 6th of 7th of November, I think Admiral Poindexter had talked 
to me about possibly needing some legal advice, or at least some 
help on legal issues. It was anticipated at that time that there 
would probably be testimony and questions raised in Congress, and 
he alerted me that probably we would need some legal assistance. 

So the 7th of November, 1986, at a management planning confer¬ 
ence that we were having, that was a Saturday, I believe, or 
—Eriday t - actually, T asked Mr. Cooper, just very briefly, I alerted 
him to be prepared that he—and I suggested he have one other 
trusted person in his section be prepared to do some legal research 
on this, and I may have even mentioned at that time that he might 
be hearing from Commander Thompson, who was the assistant to 
Admiral Poindexter, and I believe served generally as the legal 
counsel for the National Security Council staff. 
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Mr. Nields. I take it at that time you were aware that there had 
been a Presidential Finding signed on the 17th of January? 

Attorney General Meese. I am not sure that I knew it had been 
signed. I knew it had been prepared, because I had been part of the 
preparation on the 16th. And so I assumed that it had been signed, 
yes. 

Mr. Nields. And I take it, based on your familiarity with the 
prior opinion of Attorney General Smith, and from having read the 
statute, you felt comfortable that the transactions that had been 
done pursuant to that Finding were appropriate? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Nields. Were you at that point in time aware that there had 
been these earlier Israeli transactions which had occurred prior to 
the time of any Finding? 

Attorney General Meese. I am not sure that I was aware on the 
10th. I would have to look back at my notes, which are exhibit 17. 
And I don’t remember whether we were told on that day as to 
what the time sequence was, or whether this was in 1985 or 1986 or 
whether we were told at all. I do know that, my notes show that 
Admiral Poindexter talked about our—well, the meeting started 
with the President saying there was no bargaining or trading for 
hostages, and he said we would not trade anything in return for 
hostages. 

Admiral Poindexter said it had to do with our long-term strategy 
in regard to Iran and listed the objectives, which I have already re¬ 
ferred to, and then talked about the 17th of January, 1986 Find¬ 
ing—so the Finding was actually referred to in the meeting on the 
10th—and then talked about Israelis, talked about a warehouse in 
Portugal, talked about a McFarlane trip to Tehran in May of ’86, 
and talked about the arms transactions including the numbers of 
arms that had been shipped in the different shipments. 

It is interesting to note that, at that time, he talked about 1,000 
TOW missiles. Later on, in subsequent meetings, it was learned 
that that number was too low, that it was erroneous, it was twice 
that many, it was over 2,000 TOW missiles and so on. So I don’t 
know here whether in fact anything was mentioned specifically 
about 1985 in that meeting. 

I did ultimately learn that there were transactions that took 
place between the Israelis and Iran in 1985. But whether I knew 
them on the 10th, I am not sure. 

Mr. Nields. While we are on that meeting at the 10th, you might 
want to refer to exhibit number 19, the second page, those are Mr. 
Keel’s note3. Do you have those in front of you? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes. 

Mr. Nields. Up near the top of the page there is a little one with 
a circle around it. And opposite that, it says “First 500 TOWs 
went,” and it looks like “without permission. We found out eventu¬ 
ally. Reimburse Israel.” And then it says “Ed, we didn’t sell,” and 
in parentheses “Israel sold,” and it looks like “was multi-phased 
transaction.” 

Attorney General Meese. Right. 

Mr. Nields. Now, first of all, do you have any recollection of that 
interchange? 
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Attorney General Meese. No, I don’t have any recollection of it. I 
don’t know whether that was a question I asked or a statement I 
made. 

Mr. Nields. But it would appear from the notes that the subject 
of the earlier Israeli transaction came up and you either knew 
something about it or were asking a question about it. 

Attorney General Meese. Well, I don’t know that I knew any¬ 
thing about it. I do know that even—whether this was an earlier 
transaction or a later transaction, because it was originally de¬ 
scribed in our meeting on the 7th of January that we would—this 
multi-phased transaction was the suggestion of the Israelis. 

That is what had been explained to us initially, even for the 1986 
transactions, and I am not sure that I knew which of the three al¬ 
ternatives had ultimately been adopted by the President because I 
had never seen that memorandum that Admiral Poindexter sent to 
the President, which you described earlier as—I believe it is exhib¬ 
it— 

Mr. Nields. Nine. 

Attorney General Meese. —exhibit 9, which is the memorandum 
dated the 17th of January. So I may have had in mind, when I 
asked that question, the original plan of the Israelis, because it 
said in these notes here, it says at the top of the page, Bud went in 
May 1986, the only trip. And then after that it says sold 1,000 
TOWs and sold 240 types of HAWKs. 

So I don’t know whether we were told actually that any of this 
had taken place in 1985 at that point in the meeting. 

Mr. Nields. In any event, I take it at sometime within a matter 
of days after the 10th of November you became aware there had 
been these pre-Finding shipments by the Israelis? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir. I believe Mr. Cooper actually 
told me that, that he had learned that from Commander Thomp¬ 
son. 

I may have learned it from other sources, as well. 

Mr. Nields. Did you have a meeting with Mr. Ledeen on the 14th 
of November? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, I did. I believe so. And I believe 
we have an exhibit that relates to my notes or my calendar that 
indicates that. 

Mr. Nields. That should be exhibit no. 25. 

Attorney General Meese. All right. 

Yes. This is from my daily—kind of a spiral notebook that I 
keep—dated the 14th of November 1986, and it shows that Michael 
Ledeen at 2:05 p.m. met with me in my office. 

Mr. Nields. Now, Mr. Ledeen was—based on the information 
that is available to the committee—was involved in the transac¬ 
tions in 1985 and then stopped being involved sometime prior to 
the January 17th Finding. 

Do you recall what you were discussing with Mr. Ledeen and 
what the reason for the meeting was? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes. Mr. Ledeen asked to see me be¬ 
cause he said he wanted to talk to me about some matters relating 
to terrorism. 

And at the start of the meeting, he said I want to talk—he said I 
want to mention about Iran. He said, my notes reflect here—he 
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said we can still work with the original Iranian group with which 
he—Mike Ledeen—initiated the original contacts. And he men¬ 
tioned Ghorbanifar and others. 

Then I put a note at the side. It says Mike claims to have worked 
with McFarlane in 1985. And he had referred to something called 
channel one. Channel one had been referred to in the meeting, I 
believe on the 10th, that there had been two channels that had 
been worked, although I did not know the time sequence, I don’t 
believe, with each of them. 

And then he got on to the business that he had actually come to 
see me about. There were two items basically. One was he said that 
there was a lot of information in the hands of journalists that was 
not getting to the FBI, about terrorism, and he felt that the FBI 
should be more aggressive in talking to journalists particularly 
who had been overseas, who would have information and knowl¬ 
edge. 

I don’t remember this without having refreshed my recollection 
from the notes that are deleted from this memo prior on this meet¬ 
ing, I might add. 

And the other thing he talked to me about was that he was 
available to help the administration in any way in matters relating 
to terrorism. 

I might say parenthetically as to this item on Iran, I did not 
pursue that with him. I didn’t know how much he knew, I didn’t 
know how much he was authorized to know, I didn’t know what his 
connection was, so I just dropped the subject and we went on to 
talk about what he had come to see me about, which was terrorism 
generally. 

Mr. Nields. Do you recall if he made reference to arms transfers 
in 1985? 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t recall that he did and I don’t 
have any notes that say that he did, other than he claims to have 
worked with McFarlane in 1985, presumably in regards to some re¬ 
lationship with the Israelis. 

Mr. Nields. I take it it would be fair to say that at whatever 
time you learned from Mr. Cooper or from whatever other source 
about these pre-Finding transfers, that they raised a different and 
more difficult legal issue than the transfers occurring pursuant to 
the January 17th Finding? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, they did, and although Mr. Cooper 
had onlv briefly mentioned that to me, I didn't have a very great 
deal of knowledge about it, didn’t know much about it at the time. 

Mr. Nields. Tne President had a press conference on the 19th of 
November? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes. 

Mr. Nields. Did you have any part in briefing him for that press 
conference? 

Attorney General Meese. No, I don’t believe that—I know I 
didn’t have any part in the briefing. I don’t know whether any in¬ 
formation was asked of us for the briefing. It may have been from 
someone in the Justice Department, but I had no personal partici¬ 
pation in the briefing. 

Mr. Nields. I want to ask you about that second part of your 
answer, and you might want to turn to exhibits 30 and 31. 
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Attorney General Meese. Right. I see an exhibit marked exhibit 
30, and I don’t see the date. The date can’t be made out, but I 
think it may be the 18th or the 19th. 

Mr. Nields. I believe it is the 19th. It looks like the 19th of No¬ 
vember stamped in the upper righthand corner. 

Attorney General Meese. It would show I received a phone call 
from Peter Wallison, who was then the White House counsel, at 
9:15 in the morning, and one of the topics we talked about—the 
second topic, according to my notes—was a briefing to the Presi¬ 
dent on the legal aspects of the Iran arms situation, and I presume 
that he did that. 

Mr. Nields. Was he seeking some input from you on this subject? 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t know. I can't recall what the 
conversation was. By looking at exhibit number 31, I see that at 
our staff meeting on the 19th of November a matter came up re¬ 
garding the briefing of the President for the news conference on 
Justice-related issues so it is entirely possible I w^s calling him to 
say our people were available to provide any information he might 
need for the briefing of the President. 

He would have been participating in the briefing, and I wanted 
to, I may have wanted to let him know that our people were avail¬ 
able on the legal aspects. He may have asked me about it, I can't 
tell from my notes. 

Mr. Nields. So you know the issue was raised with someone at 
the White House in connection with the press conference, and you 
don’t recall exactly how- 

Attorney General Meese. Either raised with them by me or he 
raised that issue with me, one of the two. 

Mr. Nields. Did you listen to the press conference? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes. I was working late that night and 
so I listened to a part of it in the car going home. I think it was at 
8:30 or 9:00 o’clock, whatever time it was. I listened to a part of it 
in the car. 

I missed a part of it going form the car to the house and then 
picked it up where my wife was watching it on television. 

Mr. Nields. Did you hear anything that caught your attention or 
needed further attention? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes. I had heard or seen one of the 
two, that the President had, I believe, mentioned that there had 
been no third countries involved, or words to that effect. 

Mr. Nields. And did you do something as a consequence? 

Attorney General Meese. Actually, my feeling at the end of the 
news conference was that I felt the President had not been proper¬ 
ly briefed based upon all the information even that was discussed 
at our prior meeting on the 10th. Because the President is very 
good with facts and with details if he has received the proper infor¬ 
mation, and so I was concerned that what—the way, the answers 
that he had given on the 19th were not consistent with him having 
been thoroughly briefed for that news conference, including, par¬ 
ticularly, this matter of no third country being involved. 

Mr. Nields. Maybe we should just turn to it. It is exhibit number 
32. And I think tne portion that you have reference to is at page 
1586. I take it there on the lefthand column there is a question: 
"Mr. President, I don’t think it is still clear just what Israel’s role 
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was in this. The questions that have been asked about a condoned 
shipment. We do understand that the Israelis sent a shipment in 
1985 and there were also reports that it was the Israelis that con¬ 
tacted your administration and suggested that you make contact 
with Iran. Could you explain what the Israeli role was here?” 

And his response is, ‘‘No, because we, as I say, have nothing to 
do with other "jountries or their shipment of arms or doing what 
they are doing.” 

And the answer continues. 

Attorney General Meese. Right. 

Mr. Nields. I take it that’s one of the answers that you had in 
mind when you were listening to the broadcast. 

Attorney General Meese. That was one of them. I also, looking 
up higher in that page, I see questions about a thousand antitank 
missiles and saying it is a shoulder-carried weapon. I wasn’t that 
acquainted with TOWs at that time, but I had questions in my 
mind whether, in fact, it was a shoulder-carried weapon. 

And also, the other parts happened to be spare parts for an anti¬ 
aircraft HAWK battery, and as I say, all those weapons could be 
very easily carried in one mission. 

There were a lot of questions then that had not been discussed at 
the meeting on or there were a lot of issues that had not been dis¬ 
cussed at the meeting on Monday, and I had some questions wheth¬ 
er that had been properly briefed to the President as well. 

Mr. Nields. I think then on the next page, 1587, there is another 
question and answer on the Israeli subject at the bottom of the 
lefthand margin, lefthand column, there is a question, ‘‘Mr. Presi¬ 
dent, going back over your answers tonight about the arms ship¬ 
ment and the numbers of them, are you telling us that the only 
shipments with which we were involved were the one or two that 
followed your January 17 Finding and that whatever your aides 
have said on background or on the record, there were no other 
shipments with which the United States condoned?” 

And the answer is, ‘‘That is right.-I-am saying nothing but the 
missiles that we sold.” And then the answer continues. 

Attorney General Meese. Right. 

Mr. Nields. I take it those are the answers that prompted some 
action on your part and, if so, what action did you take? 

Attorney General Meese. I called Admiral Poindexter. It was pri¬ 
marily the reference to the third country, but this also was a ques¬ 
tion. And I was concerned about all of the answers, that they didn’t 
seem to be the usual crisp, clear way the President has when he is 
in possession of all the facts, and so I called Admiral Poindexter 
that night, immediately following or within a few minutes follow¬ 
ing the television program, and asked him what had gone on, the 
news conference had not gone well, and I didn’t think the Presi¬ 
dent had been properly briefed, or words to that effect. 

Admiral Poindexter said that the White House was issuing a 
clarification or a correction within a few minutes on the third 
country aspect. And I believe it was in that conversation he told 
me that the next day they were going to go over the testimony that 
was going to be presented to Congress on Friday about these mat¬ 
ters and asked me if I would attend a meeting in his office. 
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I was supposed to be away that day, I was supposed to be at West 
Point the following day for an all-day trip and so I told him I 
would delay my trip long enough to attend a meeting in his office 
in the afternoon. 

Mr. Nields. The record should reflect there was a correction 
issued on the third country issue and then moving to the subject 
you just raised, I take it you did attend a meeting the following 
afternoon in Admiral Poindexter’s officer on the subject of the up¬ 
coming congressional briefings and testimony. 

Attorney General Meese. Yes. As I mentioned in my opening 
statement. 

Mr. Nields. And I think you said that Director Casey was there 
and he was scheduled to testify the following day and Admiral 
Poindexter was there and he was scheduled to give briefings the 
following day. 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct. 

Mr. Nields. And you were there and Mr. Cooper? 

Attorney General Meese. I was there, Mr. Cooper, I believe, Com¬ 
mander Thompson was there for some or all of the meeting, I be¬ 
lieve that Lt. Col. North was there for at least part of the meeting, 
if not most of the meeting, and there may have been others present 
as well from time to time. 

Mr. Nields. What was the purpose for your being there? 

Attorney General Meese. I think that it was the same purpose 
that Admiral Poindexter had talked to me earlier, that there would 
undoubtedly be some legal issues coming up and I felt it was im¬ 
portant that these legal issues be accurately stated, and, therefore, 
I delayed my meeting. 

I think I may have known about this meeting in advance and 
had planned to have Mr. Cooper attend, I am not sure. But in any 
event, I planned to attend myself after talking with Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter on the evening of the 19th. 

Mr. Nields. And I take it again you were there because of the 
possibility that some legal issues would arise? 

Attorney General Meese. That is right. 

Mr. Nields. Now, of course, you were actually able to catch a fac¬ 
tual error in the President's statement of the night before based on 
your having been involved from the beginning and the fact that 
this was an Israeli proposal and that they were, in fact, involved. 

Attorney General Meese. Yes. 

Mr. Nields. But your presence on the afternoon of November 20 
was not, I take it, to give factual input but rather legal? 

Attorney General Meese. It was certainly to give whatever legal 
input was necessary and to help in any way that I could. 

Mr. Nields. Did the subject of the Israeli pre-Finding shipments 
come up again at that meeting? 

Attorney General Meese. Well, yes, at that meeting, as I men¬ 
tioned earlier, I had already some knowledge from Mr. Cooper, 
very brief knowledge, that there had been shipments in 1985, prior 
to the 17th of January 1986 Finding. 

In that meeting, it did come up, and particularly I think there 
was a discussion of some shipments, of a shipment of HAWK mis¬ 
siles in November of 1985. 
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I remember that there was general discussion. For the first time, 
I saw also a chronology of the different shipments that had oc¬ 
curred, which the NSC nad prepared. It was a two-page kind of cal¬ 
endar of events that had taken place, and I saw that for the first 
time, I remember, I was quite interested in that because that laid 
out for me in some detail the different shipments that had taken 
place, the hostages had been released and so on, in both 1985 and 
1986. 

I also saw, at least briefly, a chronology which was a more de¬ 
tailed narrative, which had been prepared by the NSC staff, I be¬ 
lieve, earlier that day on the 20th. And then saw testimony, and— 
there was testimony that had been prepared for Director Casey and 
there was also a memorandum relating to specifically the HAWK 
shipments in 1985, in November of 1985. 

Mr. Nields. And the memorandum, would that also be, could that 
also be termed an insert? 

Attorney General Meese. I think it was designed to be an insert, 
yes. It was in memorandum form. It said some subject—well, I 
imagine you have that as an exhibit also. 

Mr. Nields. Yes, we do. It is exhibit 33. 

Attorney General Meese. exhibit 33, yes. This is what I am refer¬ 
ring to. It says, “Subject: CIA Airline Involvement,” and that was, 
as I understood it, intended to be an insert in Mr. Casey’s testimo¬ 
ny, and this was discussed and that is what I was referring to when 
I talked about the November 1985 HAWK shipment. 

Mr. Nields. What do you recall about the discussion on the sub¬ 
ject of this November 1985 HAWK shipment? 

Attorney General Meese. There seemed to be an awful lot of con¬ 
fusion about who had done what and how much people knew at the 
time. And I believe that Colonel North appeared to be the most 
knowledgeable person about what had taken place. I believe Mr. 
Casey, if I remember correctly, had actually been out of the coun¬ 
try when this took place and didn't have much personal knowledge 
of it. 

There may have been someone else there from the CIA, I have a 
vague recollection that George Cave might have been there, but I 
am not positive, or John McMahon or someone like that. 

In any event, there were corrections that were made in the 
insert that were suggested by different people there, such as among 
others I believe Colonel North. 

Because I notice in my handwriting here that I put in things 
that were suggested to be changed, and I have looked at another 
exhibit which is similar and which I see here is exhibit no. 34 
where someone else who’s handwriting I don't recognize was appar¬ 
ently doing the same thing. 

Mr. Nields. OK Just so the record is clear, with respect to exhib¬ 
it 33, that document contains your own handwritten interlinea¬ 
tions, I take it. 

Attorney General Meese. Yes. 

Mr. Nields. And particularly on the third-from-the-bottom para¬ 
graph, there is in the middle of that paragraph, there is a state¬ 
ment, “No one in the USG found out that our airline had hauled 
HAWK missiles into Iran until mid-January when we were told by 
the Iranians.” 
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I take it that is your handwriting that put in the words "no one 
in the USG found”- 

Attorney General Meese. That is my handwriting, but someone 
else suggested that correction and that is why I say apparently 
someone else was taking the same notes because exhibit 34 has 
similar interlineations. 

Mr. Nields. I think there is testimony on the records that the 
similar interlineations on exhibit 34 are those of Colonel North. 

Attorney General Meese. I see. 

Mr. Nields. Now, in some of the document—notes we have gone 
over today and in some others that we have not, there were state¬ 
ments made during this timeframe that the U.S. Government 
didn’t find out about the August and September TOW shipments to 
Iran by Israel until after they had happened. 

Now, I take it with respect to this HAWK shipment, as you 
learned at this meeting, it was not possible to take that position 
because the CIA airline had actually been used to carry them. 

Attorney General Meese. That was not my understanding at the 
meeting. I believe at the meeting we were told that a CIA proprie¬ 
tary had been suggested to the Israelis, or that the name of a CIA 
proprietary, but that airline had acted as a normal carrier and not 
as a CIA expedition, and there was some discussion back and forth 
on that at the meeting. 

Mr. Nields. In any event, there had been U.S. Government par¬ 
ticipation in arranging the actual movement of the goods, whatever 
goods there were. 

Attorney General Meese. What we were told at that meeting, 
and I had no knowledge personally as to whether this was correct 
or not, was that the only involvement that—well, first of all, we 
were told at the meeting that these were, to the best of the knowl¬ 
edge of people in the U.S. Government, these were oil-drilling 
parts, and we were also told that the only involvement of the U.S. 
Government was to suggest an airline, which happened to be a CIA 
proprietary, and that the suggestion to the airline, and that the 
CIA would notify the airline that they should take this shipment. 

Mr. Nields. Just so the record is clear, you said you were told at 
the meeting that the U.S. Government believed they were oil-drill¬ 
ing—had been told they were oil-drilling parts. 

Attorney General Meese. This is my understanding and that is 
my recollection of what we were told at the meeting that that was 
true. 

Mr. Nields. Again just so the record is clear, the understanding 
at the meeting I take it was that in fact what was shipped was 
HAWK missiles? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes. 

Mr. Nields. But that at the time of the shipment, the U.S. Gov¬ 
ernment was told they were oil-drilling parts. 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Mr. Nields. But there was at least some involvement of the U.S. 
Government in actually moving whatever it was that we were told 
was being moved at the time? 

Attorney General Meese. Well, the involvement we were told 
about was the recommending of an airline to carry them, yes. 
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Mr. Nields. And who was it at that meeting that proposed this 
insert with this interlineation, namely that ‘‘no one in the U.S. 
Government found out that our airline had hauled HAWK missiles 
into Iran until mid-January?" 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t know for sure. I can’t remember 
who. I think most of the suggestions, however, were coming from 
Lt. Col. North. 

Mr. Nields. Did anyone dissent from this, anyone at that meet¬ 
ing dissent from this statement in exhibit 33? 

Attorney General Meese. I don't remember anyone dissenting, 
and I doubt if I would have written it in unless there was general 
agreement that that is what should have been put in there, that 
that is what was agreed upon to be put in there. 

Mr. Nields. Did Admired Poindexter dissent? 

Attorney General Meese. Not to my recollection, but I can’t be 
absolutely—I am sure that he did not because I don’t think he said 
much of anything during that meeting. 

Mr. Nields. Did he dissent later on? Did he call you on the 
phone? 

Attorney General Meese. Not that I—no, he did not. 

Mr. Nields. I take it from your testimony that you were not 
aware at the time that this statement was contrary to fact? 

Attorney General Meese. I had no knowledge whatsoever about 
the truth or falsity of any of the material there. This was all new 
to me. 

Mr. Nields. Did this question, namely whether the CIA or the 
U.S. Government had acted with knowledge that there were 
HAWK missiles on the proprietary relate to any of the legal issues 
that were on the table at the time? 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t think we discussed this in 
regard to the legal issues at the time. I don[t remember it, this 
coming up as a specific legal issue. Although it may have, it obvi¬ 
ously had a legal ramification as an after-the-fact consideration in 
November of 1986, but I don’t remember much discussion of the 
legal aspects of it. 

It is entirely possible it did. 

Mr. Nields. I take it when you left the meeting, this formulation 
in exhibit 33 had been, as far as you were concerned, agreed to? 

Attorney General Meese. I believe that is correct. 

Mr. Nields. And that that is what—at the time you left the 
meeting, that is what Director Casey would tell the committees the 
following day and that is what Admiral Poindexter would tell the 
committees the following day? 

Attorney General Meese. That is what I recall, yes. 

Mr. Nields. Did you receive a call—I take it then you left the 
meeting and went to West Point? 

Attorney General Meese. Right, I flew to West Point where I was 
giving a talk at a banquet that night. 

Mr. Nields. Prior to the time that you actually got on the air¬ 
plane for West Point, did you receive any telephone calls on this 
subject, namely the HAWK missile, 1986, subject? 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t recall receiving a telephone call 
specifically, but I have been told that I did and I believe it to be 
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correct that I did receive a call, and my understanding is it was 
from my deputy, Arnold Burns. 

Mr. Nields. Do you recall what he told you in this conversation? 

Attorney General Meese. No, I don't recall it, and he doesn’t 
recall what he told me, but as best as I can piece together from 
what others have said, he told me that there were some concerns 
about the Statement or the testimony that Director Casey was 
going to give and that those concerns came from the State Depart¬ 
ment. 

I have a very vague recollection—my best guess, I guess you 
would have to say, based upon what Mr. Burns and I have talked 
about, is that I said something to the effect that we have just been 
working on getting that statement corrected, or something to that 
effect. 

In any event, something that in effect completed the conversa¬ 
tion, but I can’t recall specifically what I said. 

Mr. Nields. I think you are making reference to materials that 
have been made public,_ and they are to the effect that Judge 
Sofaer had a copy of the same testimony that you had reviewed 
that afternoon and had raised objections to the statement that 
there had been no knowledge in the U.S. Government that HAWK 
missiles were being shipped, and made a call to your deputy and 
received a call back from your deputy that he had discussed it with 
you and that you were aware of the problem, and knew facts that 
essentially made it okay. 

Attorney General Meese. I am not sure that it was his—I don’t 
know what his objection was. It was that he felt that there was 
something wrong with the testimony that Director Casey was going 
to give, and I said to Mr. Burns, as near as I can piece together, 
that we had just been correcting the testimony, so I assume what¬ 
ever problems he had would have been taken care of in the correc¬ 
tions that we made. 

Because to our knowledge the one person who was most knowl¬ 
edgeable about this whole thing was Colonel North and he had 
been there making the corrections. 

Mr. Nields. Did you—let me withdraw that. 

Are you saying tnat Mr. Burns did not tell you what the problem 
was so far as the State Department was concerned or that you 
have forgotten what he told you? 

Attorney General Meese. I can’t tell you for sure. I don’t recall 
the details of the conversation, but I am almost positive he did not 
go into the details—the specifics of what the State Department con¬ 
cerns were, because that would have raised a lot of questions in my 
mind, and what he told me did not. 

I think the reason he didn’t is we were on a nonsecure phone, 
probably a phone that was in my car as I was racing to Andrews 
Air Force Base. 

Mr. Nields. Did he give you an impression that there was a 
sense of alarm at the State Department or was it- 

Attorney General Meese. Not that I recall—that they had some 
of the same questions about the statement that we had just been 
correcting over in Admiral Poindexter's office. 

Mr. Nields. I take it then you went to West Point and at some 
point that evening received a telephone call from Mr. Cooper? 
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Attorney General Meese. Yes. 

After several attempts to get the secure phone working finally 
around 10:30 that evening or so, I received a call from Mr. Cooper 
which put a quite different picture before me, and that was that, 
there were some severe concerns in the State Department that 
there was a good deal more knowledge within the U.S. Government 
about the fact of HAWKs being shipped in November 1985 that 
was known then than anything we had been led to believe earlier 
that afternoon. 

Mr. Nields. Was he specific? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, since we were on a secure phone 
he could be specific, and he indicated that Mr. Shultz had knowl¬ 
edge in November of 1985 and had been told, I believe, by Mr. 
McFarlane, that the shipment of the Israelis that was going to Iran 
did contain HAWK missiles. 

Mr. Nields. Did he mention any documentary support for Secre¬ 
tary Shultz’s recollection? 

Attorney General Meese. I think that he did mention that notes 
had been taken at the time or that Secretary Shultz had notes 
about HAWK missiles being shipped. 

Mr. Nields. And what did Mr. Cooper suggest that you do? 

Attorney General Meese. Well, he was concerned about this and 
said we couldn’t let Director Casey go and testify the next day with 
erroneous information, and I said I absolutely agreed, and asked 
him to get in touch with CIA general counsel, I think his name 
was Dave Doherty at the time, that evening, and to go out if nec¬ 
essary to CIA in the morning before Director Casey left for his tes¬ 
timony and make sure that if there was a difference of recollection 
on these matters to be sure that either it was resolved or if it was 
not resolved to be sure that Director Casey did not put anything in 
his statement that might be inaccurate. 

Mr. Nields. Now, I take it that from your opening statement and 
other information that you returned to Washington? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes. I was supposed to go from West 
Point to Harvard and participate in a seminar there. I decided that 
I better return because at that point, in my view, we had so many 
people involved in this and each had a little piece of information, 
that there was obvious confusion and that we better get a coherent 
account of what, in fact, had occurred. 

Chairman Inouye. Mr. Nields, is this a good place to take a 
recess? 

Mr. Nields. That would be just fine, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Inouye. The hearing will stand in recess for 10 min¬ 
utes. 

[Recess.] 

Chairman Inouye. The hearing will please come to order. 

Mr. Nields will resume his questioning. 

Mr. Nields. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Attorney General, when Mr. Cooper called you in West 
Point, did he tell you that Judge Sofaer was sufficiently alarmed 
about this issue that he or people in the government were ready to 
resign over it? 

Attorney General Meese. I don't recall whether he mentioned 
that or not to me, but I certainly was concerned about the situa- 
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tion, and I am sure that he registered with me his own consider¬ 
able concern. 

Mr. Nields. And you have testified to there being in your mind 
some confusion- 

Attorney General Meese. Yes. 

Mr. Nields. —evidenced by the various versions that you heard, 
but I take it that it occurred to you during that conversation with 
Mr. Cooper that if ihe Secretary of State had a note, a contempora¬ 
neous note, that he had been told by Mr. McFarlane at the time 
that there were HAWK missiles going to Iran, I take it it occurred 
to you that if that was the case, the testimony which—the proposed 
testimony of Mr. Casey would be false? 

Attorney General Meese. That it certainly would be inaccurate, 
and my impression throughout that whole time is that Mr. Casey 
really had not known what was going on at the time because, as I 
mentioned, I think he was out of the country in ’85, in November, 
or was at least not familiar with these facts. That was obvious from 
seeing what went on in Admiral Poindexter’s office earlier that day 
and also what it did appear to me as to the whole general situation 
was I knew myself that this had been a highly compartmentalized 
situation. I didn’t know very much about it, as I’ve already related 
in my opening statement. And so what I expected was there were a 
lot of people who had bits and pieces of what had gone on, and no 
one had tried to do a complete overview to figure out what, in fact, 
was a comprehensive or coherent account of what had taken place. 

Mr. Nields. I take it that the person who was I think you de¬ 
scribed as. most knowledgeable, Colonel North, was the one who 
had been present in the meeting and had proposed the language 
which appeared to simply be wrong in light of what the Secretary 
of State had? 

Attorney General Meese. Colonel North seemed to be the one 
who was most in possession of the facts at the meeting, but also I 
had in mind, I believe from Mr. Cooper telling me, but it may have 
been from just prior knowledge, that Mr. Shultz’s knowledge of the 
situation came from him being over in Geneva with Mr. McFar¬ 
lane. So I didn’t know but what Colonel North knew some things, 
Mr. McFarlane knew other things, and Mr. Shultz knew still other 
things. Because I think it had been related in the meeting that 
afternoon that Mr. North got involved in the situation to provide 
some minimal assistance because of a phone call from Mr. McFar¬ 
lane. 

Mr. Nields. But I take—well let me ask you: Was Colonel North 
pretty definite and assertive about the version of facts that he was 
relating at the meeting on the afternoon of the 20th? 

Attorney General Meese. Colonel North is assertive about most 
things, but I don’t know that he was particularly vehement about 
it. It was really—what I got was that people were trying to be help¬ 
ful in putting together a truthful and accurate account of what had 
happened. 

Mr. Nields. Did it at least cross your mind during your conversa¬ 
tion with Mr. Cooper that you might be dealing with something 
more than just confusion? 
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Attorney General Meese. No, sir, it did not. As a matter of fact, 
that didn’t cross my mind at any time during that day or the next 
several days. 

Mr. Nields. I will pursue that, but just for the moment, I take it, 
in any event, that whatever Mr. Cooper said or whatever was on 
your mind, it was sufficient to cause you to cancel your trip and to 
return to Washington? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes. I felt that I owed a duty to the 
President to let him know that there was a great deal of confusion 
about this matter, and this was obviously a major issue as far as 
the administration was concerned, and I wanted to be sure that 
particularly the initial testimony that was being presented to Con¬ 
gress, which was to take place on Friday, and the briefings that 
were going to be held by Admiral Poindexter, would be totally ac¬ 
curate, and if there was a gap in information that was available to 
us, that that be frankly acknowledged to the Congress rather than 
to say something that might later turn out to be untrue. 

Mr. Nields. I take it you did return to Washington, and the fol¬ 
lowing morning after a staff meeting, you had a meeting with the 
President? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes. I didn’t actually have a staff meet¬ 
ing in the sense of our normal staff meeting in my office, because I 
didn’t get back in time for that, but there was a meeting of some 
members of my staff later that morning where I was brought up to 
date by Mr. Cooper and others on what occurred during my ab¬ 
sence. I had been told that Mr. Casey’s statement had been 
changed to be sure that he did acknowledge that we didn’t have all 
the facts on some of these things, or words to that effect, and then 
I called, I think Admiral Poindexter, either Admiral Poindexter or 
Don Regan and asked to see the President that morning, and I be¬ 
lieve we had an appointment that was set for 11:30, sometime after 
11 : 00 . 

Mr. Nields. Your records reflect 11:30, I believe. I take it you did 
have a meeting with the President? What did you say to him? 

Attorney General Meese. I told the President—and here I might 
say for the record that I normally do not relate conversations with 
the President, but with his permission I will give it as accurately 
as I can recall—I told the President that we had been working on 
the preparation of testimony for Director Casey and for the prepa¬ 
ration for the briefings of Admiral Poindexter—incidentally, in the 
meeting were the President, myself, Don Regan, and Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter—and that I was concerned that there seemed to be a lot of 
confusion among the people who were participating or who had 
some knowledge of the Iranian initiative. 

I mentioned that it was probable that this was because different 
people were doing different things, the CIA was doing some things, 
the Department of Defense was doing other things, the NSC staff 
had certain responsibilities, and so on, and that because of the 
highly compartmentalized nature of the whole initiative, that 
people had not talked to each other, you did not have the normal 
documentation and reporting, and that therefore there was a great 
deal of confusion, and I was afraid that there would be inaccuracies 
both in what he would be saying to the public and in what would 
be testified to before Congress if we didn’t have someone look into 
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the matter to the extent of trying to develop a coherent overview of 
all the facts. 

I told him at that time that I thought this was absolutely neces¬ 
sary. 

I can’t recall whether he told me in that conversation that 
George Shultz had talked to him the previous evening about the 
same thing or not, but I did gather that he was already aware that 
there was such confusion. And I think Don Regan expressed agree¬ 
ment that something like that had to be done, as did Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter. 

In any event, the President—in the course of the conversation, I 
said to the President that if he wanted me to do it, I would do it or 
he could get someone else, but someone really had to get on top of 
the facts so that we did know exactly what had happened. 

The President, in the course of the conversation, asked me to do 
that. I think maybe Don Regan or someone, I’m not sure, said that 
we would have to be talking with Cabinet members, so it would be 
desirable to have a Cabinet member doing the fact gathering. 

In any event, I left that meeting with the charge from the Presi¬ 
dent to try to develop an overview of the facts, and he asked—I 
think Don Regan, probably Don Regan, interjected, could I get that 
done by 2:00 o’clock on Monday afternoon, the 24th, because we 
were supposed to have a National Security Planning Group meet¬ 
ing on the subject of Iran. 

Mr. Nields. Did you explain precisely what the discrepancy in 
versions of the facts were? 

Attorney General Meese. I can’t, I am not sure how much detail 
I went into. I do think I remember saying that Lt. Col. North knew 
some things that people in the CIA knew other things, that George 
Shultz knew some additional information, and that nobody had put 
all of this information together. 

Mr. Nields. Well, I take it from your prior testimony that there 
was a specific issue of conflict, namely whether the U.S. Govern¬ 
ment knew at the time in November of 1985 that HAWK missiles 
were being transported rather than oil-drilling equipment. 

Did you disclose that that was the issue on which there was a 
conflict? 

Attorney General Meese. I may have mentioned that that was it, 
but my own view in light of the Presidential news conference the 
previous Wednesday, the confusion that was apparent on Thursday 
afternoon and then the additional facts I had learned on Thursday 
night gave me the impression that there was pretty general confu¬ 
sion about what had gone on and that we needed to pull the facts 
together. 

Mr. Nields. Did Admiral Poindexter give any factual input 
during that meeting? Did he clarify his version of the facts? 

Attorney General Meese. No, he did not. My recollection is that 
he agreed that that would be a good idea to do that. 

Mr. Nields. Did you ask the President whether the U.S. Govern¬ 
ment had known of the HAWK missile shipment at the time or 
whether he had approved of it? 

Attorney General Meese. No, I don’t believe that ever came up 
in the conversation. 
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Mr. Nields. Now, following receiving this charge from the Presi¬ 
dent, I take it you met with various people on your staff at the Jus¬ 
tice Department. 

Attorney General Meese. Well, what I did was I went back to the 
Justice Department and brought together people who were knowl¬ 
edgeable on this subject or on related subjects so that we would 
have a small team. I brought together Mr. Reynolds, who had had 
a lengthy career in complex litigation and who was one of our top 
people in the Department and who had also done a number of Na¬ 
tional Security Council-related projects for me. 

I brought together obviously Mr. Cooper, who had been working 
with me on this specific matter, and the legal aspects of it previ¬ 
ously, and who, of course, was in the office that has responsibility 
for advising me and the President on all the Executive Branch 
matters, including the national Security matters, and I brought to¬ 
gether John Richardson, who was an assistant in my office who 
handled the foreign intelligence matters for me, and I brought 
them together because of their knowledge and also they were 
people I could count on to work over the weekend, and so as a 
result we started work and brought them together at noon on 
Friday and commenced a plan then of how we would go about this. 

Mr. Nields. Did you select anyone from the Criminal Division? 

Attorney General Meese. No, I did not. 

Mr. Nields. Was there a reason for that? 

Attorney General Meese. Well, there was no reason to select 
anyone from the Criminal Division inasmuch as there were no 
criminal aspects to this. 

Mr. Nields. Now, you said that you worked out a plan of action, 
and I take it that you identified people that you wanted to talk to 
and also documents that you wanted to review. 

Attorney General Meese. Yes. I believe that you have an exhibit 
that reflects at least some of that here, which lists, is the list that I 
started on the 21st and then added to as we went along of the 
people that we Wanted to talk with and also the actions that we 
wanted to take. 

Mr. Nields. That is exhibit no. 42. 

Attorney General Meese. I will turn to that if I may to assist me 
in answering any questions you have. 

Mr. Nields. Please do. 

Attorney General Meese. On that- 

Mr. Nields. I don’t think we need to spend a lot of time with 
this. 

The first page is a list of people, and I take it those are people 
you felt ought to be interviewed. 

Attorney General Meese. Yes. And, counsel, just so we are sure, 
the list bears the date the 21st of November 1986, and I think at 
least the first five or six or perhaps more names were added or 
were put on there at that time ana then other names were added 
as we went along as I discovered other people that might be worth¬ 
while talking to. 

Mr. Nields. And the second page has a number of other items on 
it, the first one that isn't blocked out says, “JMP.” I take it that is 
Poindexter. 

Attorney General Meese. Yes. 

>< — 
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Mr. Nields. It says “every document, telephone logs, et cetera,” 
and there is a check next to that, “contact person Paul Thompson.” 
There is a check and then there is “What did GPS give to or show 
RR,” and there is a check there. 

Attorney General Meese. Right. 

Mr. Nields. And again I take it you had not asked RR earlier 
that day what GPS had given to or shown him? 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t know how, I think that possibly 
the President may have said something or John Poindexter may 
have said something that he had given something to the President. 

In any event, we wanted to see what that was and asked that be 
made available. 

Mr. Nields. Now, the first item says every document, telephone 
logs, et cetera, and you have checked it. Does that reflect the fact 
that you made a call to Admiral Poindexter at about 3:00 o’clock in 
the afternoon? 

Attorney General Meese. Right. 

My notes show there was a telephone conversation on that date, 
the 21st of November 1986 at 3:00 p.m. and the checks would mean 
that I mentioned each of those things to Admiral Poindexter that 
we wanted to first have—first of all, that we wanted to have a 
chance to look at every document, telephone logs or other things 
that might be helpful in developing kind of a chronology or over¬ 
view, secondly, I asked him who the contact person would be. 

I assumed it would be Paul Thompson, and he said that it was, 
and I asked the question: “What did George Shultz give to or show 
the President?” If there was anything. 

I don’t know whether I knew there was anything or not. So I 
can't be sure on exactly what that meant at the time, but at least I 
asked that question of him. 

Mr. Nields. Now, in any event, I take it it is clear that you made 
a request by telephone of Mr. Poindexter for relevant documents. 

Did you give him a time when you wanted those documents by? 

Attorney General Meese. I probably, I don’t know whether I did 
or not. But I probably, I may well have at least told him the next 
morning, because obviously we wanted to get all the documents to¬ 
gether, and also, I was going to proceed to talk to Mr. McFarlane 
that afternoon, so I think that I specified then it would be the next 
morning. 

Mr. Nields. Now, I need to ask you this question because the 
committee, as you know, has heard evidence that that afternoon a 
number of the relevant documents were destroyed both by Admiral 
Poindexter and by Colonel North. Was there a reason for not doing 
the document review Friday afternoon? 

Attorney General Meese. The only reason that I can remember 
is by the time I called him it was 3 o’clock, and I would figure they 
would need at least a little time to get those documents together 
and so that was the only reason that I told them that we would 
have our people there the next morning so they could go through 
these things in an expeditious fashion. 

Mr. Nields. The- 

Attorney General Meese. Incidently, I believe, counsel, that you 
also received testimony that most of the documents, or much of the 
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documents had already been shredded before that time, if I remem¬ 
ber correctly. 

Mr. Nields. We have received testimony of shredding earlier and 
shredding that afternoon. The first witness on your list is Mr. 
McFarlane, and I take it you arranged to have him interviewed on 
Friday afternoon. 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct. 

Mr. Nields. And did you ask him during your interview whether 
what he knew about the cargo on the plane that went to Iran in 
November of 1985? 

Attorney General Meese. Let me consult, if I may, my notes, or 
the notes that were taken of the interview with Mr. McFarlane. 

Mr. Nields. Exhibit 40. 

Attorney General Meese. All right. I think I also have copies of 
those notes that may be easier to read. Let me try this. 

Mr. Nields. The relevant portion of the notes is page 3 at the 
bottom and page 4 at the top. 

Attorney General Meese. OK. I have copies of the same notes 
here which are one xerox removed, I believe, so if I may, I will 
refer to those. 

Yes, it relates to—it says "November HAWKs, McFarlane thinks 
he first learned of it when he was briefed for the trip to Iran in 
May. Iran sent back the HAWKs because they couldn't reach high 
altitude bombers." I am relating now what our notes reveal that he 
told to us. He said, "North briefed McFarlane, he was the action 
officer on this beginning in October or November." 

And then he goes on to say that "November 16 or 17 at the 
summit in Geneva," I assume this relates then to 1985, "he learned 
that Israel had shipped oil equipment, Rabin called him from New 
York and said they had a problem with a shipment to Iran." 

"McFarlane asked North to assist. Nortn reported back that 
Israel hit a snag in Customs in Portugal, and it may take a call to 
the Prime Minister of Portugal. A couple of days later he talked 
with the Prime Minister of Portugal." And I am not sure whether 
that refers to North talking or McFarlane talking, but I believe it 
was McFarlane, but I am not positive. 

"McFarlane said it was an important project" and that Rabin 
had told him that it was an important project and "would appreci¬ 
ate his, McFarlane's, assistance. 

"McFarlane remembers no mention in all this of arms. McFar¬ 
lane didn't know this involved procuring a plane, doesn’t remem¬ 
ber his chat with George Shultz but he probably had one." 

Mr. Nields. I think you have read the relevant portion. Is that 
consistent with your recollection of your interview with Mr. 
McFarlane? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes sir, it is. 

Mr. Nields. So that Mr. McFarlane told you on the afternoon of 
November 21 that he had been told, at the time, in Geneva that oil¬ 
drilling equipment was being shipped, that his information was ob¬ 
tained from Colonel North and that he didn't learn that there were 
HAWK missiles on the airplane until May of 1986. 

Attorney General Meese. Well, I believe, if you put ali of this to¬ 
gether, he actually learned, it is hard to say who he learned from 
that this was supposed to be oil-drilling equipment, it may have 
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been from Mr. Rabin, who was calling from New York who was tell¬ 
ing him that this was an important Israel shipment. 

So that knowledge could have come through that route rather 
than from Colonel North. 

Mr. Nields. Correct. But he does say as a general matter that 
North was the action officer and- 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, he said- 

Mr. Nields. —and North briefed McFarlane. 

Attorney General Meese. Well, he says that he asked North to 
assist after getting the call from Rabin. As I read these notes and 
having my recollection refreshed, the narrative that Colonel North 
gave to us was that he had gotten a call from Mr. Rabin or from 
Israel officials, and I believe it is Mr. Rabin, calling from New 
York saying that there was an important Israel shipment going to 
Iran, that they needed our help, that because Bud McFarlane was 
in Geneva with the President, you remember this was the summit, 
that he asked Colonel North, called Colonel North at the NSC staff 
offices and asked him to assist. 

North reported back that Israel had hit a snag in Customs in 
Portugal and that it might take a call, I believe from McFarlane to 
the Prime Minister of Portugal, in order to clear this snag, and a 
couple days later he, and I believe that is McFarlane, did talk with 
the Prime Minister of Portugal. 

You are probably more knowledgeable from Colonel McFarlane's 
testimony than I am of this. 

In any event, it was an important project and so Mr. McFarlane 
was trying to do what he could but a lot of the pick and shovel 
work, there was not an extensive United States involvement in all 
of this, and at least Mr. McFarlane's version was it was to clear a 
Custom’s snag in Portugal. 

In any event, this is, Mr. North had worked on that and the in¬ 
formation that Mr. McFarlane had was this was oil-drilling equip¬ 
ment and that he later learned these were HAWK missiles. 

Mr. Nields. Later, meaning May of 1986? 

Attorney General Meese. That is what he told us, yes. 

Mr. Nields. Now, when you heard Mr. McFarlane’s version of 
the facts, did it occur to you that it was squarely contrary to the 
version of the Secretary of State? 

Attorney General Meese. No, because I hadn't talked to the Sec¬ 
retary of State yet. 

Mr. Nields. But you had heard, I take it, from Mr. Cooper that 
the Secretary of State had a note contemporaneously made that 
Mr. McFarlane had told him in Geneva that the cargo was HAWK 
missiles? 

Attorney General Meese. I believe that the information that I 
had was that George Shultz knew that they were HAWK missiles. 
I don’t think I knew at the time or l may not have known at the 
time that he had learned that from Mr. McFarlane because I really 
didn't know much about what Mr. Shultz knew until I talked with 
him the following morning. 

Mr. Nields. Do you recall Mr. Cooper telling you the night before 
not only that he had learned from Judge Sofaer of the State De- 

f iartment that Secretary Shultz had a note indicating that he had 
earned about HAWK missiles from Mr. McFarlane, but that he 
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had then asked Commander Thompson to doublecheck the story 
with - Colonel North and McFarlane and the word had come back 
that they stick to their story? Do you recall that? 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t recall that precisely, but it is 
entirely possible. I know I did ask Mr. McFarlane about whether 
he remembered a conversation with George Shultz. He said he did 
not but he probably had one. 

Mr. Nields. I take it you asked that question because you had 
heard about that conversation before the interview? 

Attorney General Meese. I’m sure I had. It is even possible that 
Mr. Cooper might have asked that question. I'm not sure. But at 
least that came up in the conversation. 

Mr. Nields. In any event, by the time the interview was over, 
either because of what Mr. Cooper had told you earlier or because 
of what he was relating during the interview, you had now uncov¬ 
ered what appeared to be a square conflict between Mr. McFar- 
lane’s claimed lack of knowledge and Secretary Shultz’ claim that 
McFarlane had told him? 

Attorney General Meese. Or at least a difference in their recol¬ 
lections, yes. 

Mr. Nields. Did it occur to you that it is at least unlikely that 
the National Security Adviser and the Secretary of State, on a 
matter such as this, would fail to remember whether oil-drilling 
equipment or arms were involved? 

Attorney General Meese. Well, the whole—Mr. McFarlane’s 
memory about this was very hazy, very murky, and I attributed 
that at the time to the fact that he was primarily involved with the 
summit with the President and with the meeting with the General 
Secretary of the Soviet Union and really didn’t probably pay an 
awful lot of attention to this. 

Mr. Nields. Now, after the interview with Mr. McFarlane, did—I 
take it the interview was conducted in the presence of Mr. Cooper? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, it was—Mr. Cooper and I were to¬ 
gether in my office with Mr. McFarlane. 

Mr. Nields. And indeed these are Mr. Cooper’s notes that you 
have been referring to? 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct. 

Mr. Nields. No one else was there, I take it? 

Attorney General Meese. No, I don’t believe anyone was there at 
any time. Someone may have wandered in or out during the—I 
think it was about an hour, a little more than that. But not that I 
can recall. 

Mr. Nields. Now, at the end of the interview, did Mr. Cooper and 
Mr. McFarlane leave together and did Mr. McFarlane then return 
and have a discussion with you, just the two of you? 

Attorney General Meese. I believe they were both going out, and 
I think either I was walking out with Mr. McFarlane or he turned 
back, something like that. But we did have a conversation just be¬ 
tween the two of us. 

Mr. Nields. What did—did Mr. McFarlane initiate it, or did you? 

Attorney General Meese. I think Mr. McFarlane did, as near as I 
can recall. 

Mr. Nields. What did he say? 
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Attorney General Meese. He said something to the effect that I 
have been taking a lot of this on my shoulders in the speech I gave 
this last week and what I have said this last week but I want you 
to know—it was something to the effect he wanted me to know 
that the President was generally in favor of pursuing the Israelis’ 
ideas all along. 

Mr. Nields. And did you respond to that? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes. I said, “Well, Bud, just be sure 
that whatever you do you tell the truth." I said “Don’t try to shade 
this one way or the other, thinking you are helping the President, 
because the best thing to do is just get the whole truth out." I said, 
“It might even be helpful to the President, not hurtful, if he is gen¬ 
erally supported this from the start”, or words to that effect. 

Mr. Nields. Did you tell him in words or substance that if the 
President had approved the Israeli transactions before they oc¬ 
curred, even if he didn’t do it in writing, that that might actually 
solve the legal problem? 

Attorney General Meese. No, I don’t think I went into that much 
detail. I think it was just very briefly to the effect that if the Presi¬ 
dent had approved or supported this earlier rather than later it 
might be helpful rather than hurtful. My main purpose there was 
to do what I nad done actually at the commencement of my conver¬ 
sation with him, and which I did with I think virtually everyone 
that I talked to, and that was to say “Let's not try to think aDout 
what the outcome of this is going to be, what we need", and I am 
referring now to the notes, ,J We need the facts and the total chro¬ 
nology,’ r and I encouraged each person to be sure they didn’t try to 
think they were trying to protect somebody or do anything other 
than get all the facts out and to be sure to tell the truth. 

Mr. Nields. Exhibit 41 is a message that is neither from nor to 
you, and you would have had no reason to have seen it. It is a mes¬ 
sage from Mr. McFarlane to Mr. Poindexter later on in the same 
day after his interview with you, and in the first paragraph he 
makes a reference to his interview with you. 

In the second paragraph, he says: “But it appears that the 
matter of not notifying about the Israeli transfers can be covered if 
the President made a ‘mental Finding’ before the transfers took 
place. Well, on that score, we ought to be okay because he was all 
for letting the Israelis do anything they wanted at the very first 
briefing in the hospital. Ed seemed relieved at that." 

My questions are simply does that refresh your memory in any 
way at all on the following two points: do you recall using the 
phrase “mental Finding”? 

Attorney General Meese. I am sure that I never used the phrase 
“mental Finding." This is the first time—I have seen documents 
similar to this in preparation for these immediate hearings, but the 
term, “mental Finding,” is not one that I can ever recall using or 
that I would have used. 

Mr. Nields. Do you recall expressing relief at the idea that the 
President might have approved these transactions in advance, 
thereby improving the legal ^ osture? 

Attorney General Meese. No, I don’t think that anything I said 
would have—that I would have characterized it as expressing relief 
but rather just approximately what I did say to you earlier. 
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Mr. Nields. Now, the second witness on your list was Secretary 
Shultz. 

Attorney General Meesk. Yes. 

Mr. Nields. And you interviewed him, I take it, the following 
morning, that is Saturday morning early, at 8:00 o’clock? 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct. 

Mr. Nields. Was that at his office or yours? 

Attorney General Meese. That was in his office. He had called 
me the night before. I believe he had been out of town and got back 
and said, "I understand that you would like to talk with me.” He 
had heard about this from someone, perhaps Admiral Poindexter 
or somebody, and said that he would be available the next morn¬ 
ing, whatever time I wanted, and we agreed upon 8:00 o’clock at 
his office. 

Mr. Nields. Now, during that interview, did the Secretary of 
State personally inform you that he had been told by Mr. McFar- 
lane in 1985 that HAWK missiles were being shipped? 

Attorney General Meese. I believe he did. And I am going to re¬ 
fresh my recollection from the notes of that meeting. 

Again, I am referring to notes that were taken by Mr. Cooper. 
This took place on the 22d of November. Present were myself, 
George Shultz, a gentleman by the name of Charles Hill, I believe 
it’s Charles, Mr. Hill anyway from the State Department, and 
Charles Cooper. 

And I asked him about the November HAWK episode, and he 
said that during the—and again, I am referring now to the notes. I 
don’t know, do you have these notes as an exhibit? 

Mr. Nields. These are not an exhibit at such. 

Attorney General Meese. These are the notes I am referring to of 
the conversation, and he said that during the Geneva Summit after 
the second day’s meeting, he thought it was on the 18th, Mr. 
McFarlane came to George Shultz’s hotel and said that a complex 
deal was underway, that there was a shipment of arms, he may 
have said HAWKs, according to Mr. Shultz, would go to Iran on 
the assumption that hostages would be released. The Iranians 
would know what was on board the plane. 

And then Mr. Hill said: “McFarlane said the plane would go 
from Israel to Lisbon. If the hostages were released, it would go to 
Iran. If not, it would go back to Israel, and that we would be ad¬ 
vised through Turkey that hostages, that the hostages were re¬ 
leased.” 

Do you want me to continue with the conversation? 

Mr. Nields. I think that is enough, Mr. Attorney General, thank 
you. 

I take it now that you did have conflicting versions at this point 
of which you had personal knowledge? 

Attorney General Meese. We had certainly conflicting recollec¬ 
tions of what had occurred. 

Mr. Nields. And you also had heard Colonel North’s version 2 
days earlier and you had heard from Mr. McFarlane that indeed 
North had been the active participant and indeed Mr. McFarlane 
had received some of his information from Colonel North. His ver¬ 
sion also conflicted with Secretary Shultz. 
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Did it occur to you at that point in time that you might be deal¬ 
ing with something other than confusion? 

Attorney General Meese. No, it really didn’t because each of 
these people had been very straightforward in what they told and 
again as I said with Mr. McFarlane I remembered that he was at 
the summit with the President and this was a year later so it was 
not unusual that he had a different recollection. 

I thought that probably George Shultz was—perhaps had the 
best recollection of what he had learned between the two of them, 
between he and Mr. McFarlane because there had been notes 
taken at the time, not contemporaneously, but afterwards he had 
given the information to Mr. Hill. 

I also know that George Shultz had been very much concerned 
about it because he told me that he had said to Mr. McFarlane it 
was a very bad idea; he didn’t think it would work. 

He said he was being consulted not for approval, and then he 
also said that he thought it didn’t happen because no hostages 
were released and he said he had been told around Thanksgiving 
that it hadn’t worked out and that the whole thing had shut down. 

He said that he had breathed a sigh of relief. 

Mr. Nields. Did Secretary Shultz during that conversation make 
reference to a concern he had about the involvement of Southern 
Air Transport and the fact that it was involved in both the Iran 
and the Contra matter that had hit the press recently? 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t have any recollection that he 
did. I don’t think he did. I certainly see nothing in here that he 
did, and I don’t know why he would because Southern Air Trans¬ 
port wasn’t involved at all in this shipment of HAWKs in Novem¬ 
ber of 1985. 

I learned that from other sources, but it was not involved. 

Mr. Nields. Following your interview with Secretary Shultz, I 
take it you returned to the Justice Department and met with your 
team of attorneys? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes. 

Mr. Nields. And then you dispatched Messrs. Richardson and 
Reynolds to review documents at the White House? 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct. 

Mr. Nields. And you then had an interview with Judge Sporkin? 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct. 

Mr. Nields. What was the reason for selecting Judge Sporkin? 

Attorney General Meese. I believe that he was available. I think 
we may have tried to get other people, because I know I was inter¬ 
ested in getting to Colonel North, but I do believe that we called 
Judge Sporkin, now Judge Sporkin, then I guess he was a judge 
then—in any event, we got hold of Judge Sporkin and he said he 
was available and would come down. 

I don’t remember whether we tried to get anyone else. If I look 
at exhibit 42- 

Mr. Nields. I haven't made my question clear. I wasn’t asking 
why did you take him out of order on your list, but rather why did 
you put nim on your list in the first place? What did he have to do 
with this transaction to your knowlede? 

Attorney General Meese. He had been the general counsel at 
CIA during the time that this all took place, these transactions, 
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particularly in November, and somewhere we had learned—and it 
may have been Thursday afternoon or it may have been subse¬ 
quent to that—we had learned that there had been a discussion at 
CIA about a Finding or whether there should be a Finding made 
because of the very limited CIA participation. 

I think it is important to note here tnat in November of 1985 the 
shipment of whatever it was, whatever it was known to be, oil-drill¬ 
ing equipment or what was actually HAWKs, was entirely an Is¬ 
raeli operation. 

There was no involvement in the management or direction or 
source of weapons as far as the United States was concerned. It 
was the Israelis who asked us through the call from Mr. Rabin pre¬ 
sumably and perhaps others to Colonel North—I mean to Mr. 
McFarlane, that they needed help with some minor aspects of it. 

One item of help that McFarlane new about or had been told 
about was that they needed some help with Customs in Lisbon. 

Later-on, Colonel North apparently had been told that they 
needed help to find an airplane. There is a lot to that that we can 
talk about when we talk about Colonel North’s testimony. 

In any event, there was a tangential involvement or assistance 
by the United States. But even that, there were people at CIA in 
1986, November 1986, felt that it would have been preferable to 
have a Finding and in any event the people who had been involved 
who had been assisting Colonel North at CIA were told to talk to 
Mr. Sporkin, so his name had come up and we asked him to come 
in ana talk with us. 

Mr. Nields. Did you have a copy of a proposed Finding in your 
possession at that time? 

Attorney General Meese. No, sir, I did not. I don’t believe I have 
ever seen a proposed Finding in the sense of the one that we now 
know is related to the events occurring in November of 1985. 

Chairman Inouye. May I interrupt? There is a vote pending in 
the Senate at this time necessitating the absence of the Members. 

Please proceed. 

Mr. Nields. We don't need to go into a great amount of detail 
here, but let me ask you one question about your interview with 
Judge Sporkin. Did he tell you that he was aware at the time that 
munitions were involved? 

Attorney General Meese. Again, I am referring now to notes that 
Mr. Cooper took of that interview. He said that, and if I may, I will 
refresh my recollection from these notes—he said that Mr. McMa¬ 
hon, who at that time was the Deputy Director of Central Intelli¬ 
gence “around November or December of 1985 sent to Sporkin two 
guys from operations,” I am reading verbatim, “who he couldn’t re¬ 
member who they were, who reported that there was an arms ship¬ 
ment and transportation. 

“They told him of an arms shipment and transportation being in¬ 
volved. Sporkin said they would need a Finding and he drafted one 
and told McMahon that it should be used.” 

Mr. Nields. I think that is enough. 

Attorney General Meese. There is one other point I think that 
probably is relevant and that is, he had in it something that 
would purport to ratify anything that already be done, wnich I 
think is important in that it was done after the fact. 
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Mr. Nikld8. Now- 

Attorney General Meese. Excuse me—if I could just add one 
thing, because I see it in the notes I think it is important to show 
the state of Mr. Sporkin’s knowledge—he says ne thinks that 
what was done was something to facilitate an arms transfer, a 
planeload of some kind of arms going to he thinks Iran. 

“He can't recall if Israel was involved.” That was Mr. Sporkin’s 
knowledge at the time. 

Mr. Niklds. So you now as of the time of your interview with 
Judge Sporkin haa learned that Director Casey’s general counsel 
had been aware of the fact that arms were shipped. Did it at that 
point occur to you that you might be dealing with something more 
than confusion? 

Attorney General Meese. No, because this was consistent with 
what we had learned on Thursday afternoon. There was no doubt 
on Thursday afternoon that this had been HAWK missiles shipped 
and what Mr. Sporkin said was that he learned about it after the 
fact and actually it confirmed some of the things we had heard ear¬ 
lier that somehow this had come to the attention of CIA after the 
actions had been done and it was at that time that Mr. McMahon, 
being concerned because arms were involved, asked the people who 
had v >rked on this to talk with the General Counsel. 

There was still confusion in my mind at that point as to who had 
learned what, when, and that is why I added to my list of people 
here in addition to Mr. Sporkin, who was already on the list, opera¬ 
tives one and two, who I believe were people who may have had 
something to do with providing the information to Mr. Sporkin, 
and I think I also called around that time Mr. Casey asking if we 
could have the names of the people at CIA who were in any way 
involved. 

Mr. Casey told me, and again, I have refreshed my recollection 
from a note on this, that he would make available the names of all 
the people who were at CIA headquarters, but if any of them were 
operating in the field, he would not make that available except on 
a one-by-one basis if they were actually necessary, which was ap¬ 
parently their normal procedure. 

Mr. Niklds. The two operatives you were interested in are the 
ones who had told Judge Sporkin what had been on the plane? 

Attorney General Meese. That is right. 

Mr. Nields. I take it following your interview with Judge Spor¬ 
kin you had lunch at the Old Ebbitt Grill? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, that is correct. 

Mr. Nields. And you there met up with the two lawyers who had 
been doing the document review at the White House, Messrs. Rich¬ 
ardson and Reynolds? 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct. Mr. Cooper and I went 
over there first and they joined us a few minutes later. 

Mr. Niklds. And I take it they, at that time, during that lunch 
disclosed a document that they had found to you? 

Attorney General Meese. They talked about what they had done 
and said in the course of looking at the documents they had found 
a particular document that related to a possible plan or a plan that 
was laid out in the document that had to do with diversion of 
funds. 
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Mr. Nields. And when you say diversion, what did they tell you 
it was a diversion to? 

Attorney General Meese. I can’t remember the exact words they 
used, but it was that there had been that funds which had been 
derived from the profits of the transfer of arms to Iran had been 
used for the Freedom Fighters in Nicaragua. 

Mr. Nields. Following your lunch, I take it you returned to your 
office? 

Attorney General Meese. I returned to my office, yes, and they 
returned to the NSC office, NSC council staff offices. 

Mr. Nields. Did you receive a telephone call from Colonel North? 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t recall receiving a telephone call 
from Colonel North, although he may have been calling back. My 
recollection was that I called him, but he may have been calling 
back from a call I had left earlier that morning. That is possible. 

Mr. Nields. In any event, at some point in time you attempted to 
reach him in order to schedule an interview and you did have a 
conversation with him either because you called him or because he 
called you after you returned from lunch? 

Attorney General Meese. I believe that is correct, yes. 

Mr. Nields. Did you schedule an interview? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, we scheduled a meeting for the 
following afternoon at 2 o’clock. 

Mr. Nields. Very shortly thereafter, did you receive a telephone 
call from Director Casey? 

Attorney General Meese. Some time during the afternoon I re¬ 
ceived a call from Director Casey, yes. I think I may have talked 
with him earlier in the day, also. 

Mr. Nields. You should have a set of appointment and phone 
logs. Do you see that in front of you? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, it says “Edwin Meese, November 
1986, appointments and phone calls.” 

Mr. Nields. Now, it will take you a minute to find, but it is in 
chronological order and I would like you to turn to a sheet of paper 
dated November 22d, Saturday, which appears to be in your Hand¬ 
writing. 

Attorney General Meese. I have something that says schedule 
for this, and there is a list that says telephone calls Saturday the 
22d of November 1986. But it is not in my handwriting. 

Mr. Nields. But I take it it relates to yc ur telephone calls? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, it appears to, and I believe it is 
probably in the handwriting of my confidential assistant, whose 
Handwriting often is similar to mine. 

Mr. Nields. Just looking at that, does that refresh your memory 
about the timing of your calls from Colonel North and Director 
Casey? 

Attorney General Meese. It says that "at 9:55 a.m., received a 
call from Bill Casey.” 

Mr. Nields. Take a look at the bottom too. 

Attorney General Meese. Then it says “at 3:40 received a call 
from Oliver North,” “at 3:46 received a call from Bill Casey.” 

Mr. Nields. So Director Casey called you some 6 minutes after 
the origination of your conversation with Colonel North? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes. 
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Mr. Nields. And you then scheduled a meeting, I take it, with 
Director Casey at his home that evening? 

Attorney General Meese. Mr. Casey said he had something he 
wanted to talk with me about. I said why don’t I drop by on my 
way home this evening, since we live not very far apart. So we dia 
that and I scheduled a meeting for—I said I would be by some time 
after five. 

Mr. Nields. How long did you stay? 

Attorney General Meese. Probably somewhere between a Vz hour 
and 45 minutes, something in that neighborhood, perhaps as long 
as an hour. 

Mr. Nields. What did you discuss? 

Attorney General Meese. Well, I had already talked to him 
about what 1 was doing at the President’s request, and he told me 
that he wanted to tell me, because of what I was doing, that he had 
received information in October from a Mr. Roy Furmark, who was 
a friend of his or a business associate of his from his earlier days in 
New York. 

Mr. Nields. What did the information—well, let me iust ask it to 
you this way, did the information relate to diversion of funds to the 
Contras? 

Attorney General Meese. No. 

Mr. Nields. Not at all? 

Attorney General Meese. No, not at all. The information was 
that Mr. Furmark had called him to say—and this was somewhere 
I think in the early part of October and that this was at a time 
when the whole Iranian initiative had not been made public, and 
Mr. Furmark had called to tell him that there were some, I believe, 
Canadians who had been middle-men in providing financing for the 
arms transactions and that they apparently provided in effect 
bridge funding, because the Iranians didn’t want to put up the 
moneyuntil they got the weapons, and the CIA representatives 
working through the Israelis didn’t want to turn over the weapons 
until they got the money, so somebody had to put up bridge fund¬ 
ing, if you will, in order to make this thing go, and that these 
people were apparently putting up bridge funding, I believe dealing 
with the go-between, who I later learned was a Mr. Ghorbanifar—I 
may have known it at the time—and that the people who had been 
these financiers claimed that they had not been paid back all the 
money that was owed them, apparently they were putting it up for 
a short periods of time, like 30 days, and then were receiving a 
rather nigh premium or interest rate for their putting up the 
money and that they were threatening to go public with tnis if 
they did not get their money. 

And Mr. Furmark felt—I believe Mr. Casey told me that Mr. 
Furmark felt that they were going to go public as a means of 
trying to get the United States to replace the funds that they felt 
they nad not received. 

In the course of that conversation, he said that they might even 
claim that the money that should have gone to them was used for 
other—I am not sure whether he told me this in so many words, 
but I later learned in other documents that Mr. Furmark had de¬ 
scribed it as going for United States and Israeli projects other than 
what was involved in the Iranian transfer. 
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Mr. Nields. I think you said a moment ago that you had already 
discussed with Director Casey what you were doing for the Presi¬ 
dent. When did you have that discussion? 

Attorney General Meese. I think I probably told him that on 
Friday night. I tried to reach each of the Cabinet members on 
Friday night that we would probably be talking to. Actually, in Mr. 
Casey's case, it was just so that they were all on notice. We already 
knew what he knew from the work that had been done on Thurs¬ 
day afternoon in the preparation of his testimony, but so that as I 
was asking these questions and talking to people, including people 
in CIA or former CIA people, they wouldirt hear about it for the 
first time from somebody else and would know what I was doing 
and why I was doing it. 

Mr. Nields. Director Casey made this disclosure to you at his 
home? 

Attorney General Meese. He told me about Mr. Furmark’s con¬ 
versation with him earlier, yes. 

Mr. Nields. Concerning tne possibility that funds from the Irani¬ 
an arms sales may have gone to some other projects? 

Attorney General Meese. That wasn’t the disclosure. The disclo¬ 
sure was that Mr. Furmark had said that people were, in effect, 
trying to extort money from the U.S. Government by claiming that 
they would otherwise go public, and the claim of the money going 
to other projects was more or less incidental. 

Mr. Nields. But you had just read a memorandum from Colonel 
North’s files that contemplated money from the Iranian arms sales 
going to the Contras. 

Did you mention that to Mr. Casey? 

Attorney General Meese. No, I didn’t, and for a very good 
reason. I felt that while this was some preliminary information we 
had gotten, I didn’t know where it would go or what it involved 
until we talked to Colonel North—incidentally, I didn’t know this 
came from Colonel North's files. It came from the documents that 
had been presented to us by the National Security Council staff, so 
I didn’t know what the origin was. 

But, in any event, I felt it was not appropriate to discuss this 
with anyone, even as good a friend as Mr. Casey, until after I found 
out what it was all about. 

Mr. Nields. Without disclosing it to him, did yoiuask him about 
it? 

Attorney General Meese. No, I did not ask him about it because 
that would have disclosed the knowledge that I had. And there was 
nothing in his conversation which would have led to it logically. 

Mr. Nields. Well, he had raised the topic of someone extorting 
money from the U.S. Government by making a disclosure that 
funds from the Iranian arms sales had gone to other projects? 

Attorney General Meese. No. What he said was that they were, 
in effect, trying to pressure the United States into paying them the 
money that they felt they were owed by saying that they would go 
public with this information, which would have of cource then ex¬ 
ploded, if you will, the Iranian initiative, and that they might 
even—I think Mr. Furmark had told him, if I recall correctly—and 
I'm not positive that he told me that night, but I think he did; I 
later found it out in some documents—that they had talked about 
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money that should have gone to them being used for other Israeli 
or U.S. projects. 

Mr. Nields. This was on the 22d of November? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes. 

Mr. Nields. The President had had his press conference on the 
19th? 

Attorney General Meese. Right. 

Mr. Nields. Hadn't the President pretty much disclosed the Is¬ 
raeli—the Iranian initiative during his press conference of the 
19th? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, but what I’m saying is that Mr. 
Furmark, when he talked with Mr. Casey, had talked with him I 
think in early October when this was still a highly secret, sensitive 
matter, and it was at that time that they had threatened he said 
these people were threatening—Mr. Furmark was not involved—he 
said these other people, the Canadians as I think they were known 
to me at that time, were threatening to go public with this matter. 

Mr. Nields. There was, as I understand what you have said, 
there was one thing that these people, if they went public, would 
disclose which had not yet been disclosed, which wqs that funds 
from the project had been used for other purposes. 

You haa just heard a similar—you had read a similar thing in an 
NSC document. Didn’t that logically—didn’t the two logically 
relate? And I guess my question is why didn’t you mention to Di¬ 
rector Casey the information that you had on this subject. 

Attorney General Meese. Well, because I only had very scant in¬ 
formation, which was a memorandum, which we didn't know 
whether this had ever been followed, what had happened to it, and 
I felt it was appropriate not to talk with anyone about that until 
we had pursued that memorandum, and the logical person to 
pursue it with was Colonel North, as in fact happened the next 
day. 

Mr. Nields. Did you ask Director Casey, when he told you that 
there was this threatened disclosure of funds being used for other 
purposes, did you ask him is that true, were funds used for any 
other purposes, to your knowledge? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes—well, I don't know that I asked 
him that. It was a minor part of what—the real thing was the dis¬ 
closure making this whole thing public, and in effect blowing the 
Iranian initiative. 

What the funds were used for, as Mr. Casey reported to me, was 
a minor part of what Mr. Furmark had told him. But he also told 
me, and I believe it was that night, that he had talked to Admiral 
Poindexter about this and Admiral Poindexter assured him there 
was nothing to it and that nothing wrong had happened in regard 
to the funds. 

Mr. Nields. Now, I understand from what you are saying that 
what was on Director Casey's mind was the threatened lawsuit or 
the threatened going public. 

Attorney General Meese. That’s right. I believe he did mention 
that they were threatening a lawsuit. 

Mr. Nields. I take it at least one of the things that must have 
been on your mind at the time was the diversion ii: formation that 
you had learned at lunch that day. And my question is, I gather 
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you were attempting to do a full factfinding investigation, and why 
didn't you ask—why didn’t you take the opportunity to ask Direc¬ 
tor Casey what he knew about any use of arms sales proceeds for 
other purposes? 

Attorney General Meese. Well, as a matter of fact, he told me 
that he had talked to Admiral Poindexter about this—I believe it 
was at that time that he told me this—and that Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter had told him that nothing wrong had been done and that 
there was nothing to this. 

In any event, the two did not seem to be directly related, particu¬ 
larly as he told me that this was something that was just a threat 
and that Furmark had portrayed it to him not as though they had 
any knowledge of anything, but that this was a threat that they 
were going to use to try to get the money from the United States. 

Obviously I marked it in my mind as a matter to refer to later 
on, depending on what we found out from Colonel North the next 
day, and would have done so had that opportunity presented itself. 

Mr. Nields. When you spoke to Colonel North in the afternoon 
to schedule his interview the following day, did you mention to him 
the new subject on which you wished to question him? 

Attorney General Meese. Absolutely not. As a matter of fact, I 
.asked him really to meet with us in the morning, because we were 
trying to meet with him on Sunday morning. He said that was the 
only chance he got to go to churcn with his family and would we 
mind if we made it in the afternoon; I said that would be all right 
with me. 

So we settled on 2:00 in the afternoon. 

Mr. Nields. Mr. McFarlane has told the committee that he met 
with Colonel North on Sunday morning prior to his interview with 
you and that Colonel North was unhappy because he felt that 
there was a record of the diversion. 

And I guess my question to you is, can you think of any way that 
he might have learned of the discovery of the record of the diver¬ 
sion?'* 

Attorney General Meese. No, I know of no way he could have, 
and I doubt—I would personally be very surprised if he had 
learned about it because when we presented him with the memo 
that afternoon, Sunday afternoon, he certainly seemed surprised. 

Mr. Nields. I was going to ask you about that. He seems like a 
fellow who is pretty cool under fire. Everyone has told the commit¬ 
tee that he exhibited clear surprise when the document was shown 
him. 

Would you describe how he exhibited this surprise? 

Attorney General Meese. Well, I'm not sure I can describe it 
except to say that he was obviously—I would describe him as being 
shocked that we had the memorandum and that we were raising 
this issue with him. 

Mr. Nields. Was this in words, was this a facial expression? 

Attorney General Meese. I think it was a combination of words 
and facial expression, primarily facial expression and body lan¬ 
guage, if you will. - 

Mr. Nields. Well, I guess we are on the subject of that interview, 
and I have a number of questions about it. 

I take it it occurred at 2:00 on Sunday afternoon, the 23d? 
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Attorney General Meese. Yes. Again I’m referring to notes of 
that. I believe you have notes as one of your exhibits, do you not? 

Mr. Nields. Exhibit 47. 

Attorney General Meese. And I will refer to your exhibit 47, and 
use my copy of the notes which again are a little easier to handle. 
Yes we met actually at 2:13 p.m. on Sunday the 22d of November: 
Colonel North, myself, Mr. Reynolds, Mr. Cooper, and Mr. Richard¬ 
son. And what part of the interview do you want me to talk about? 

Mr. Nields. There are a number of different subjects and what I 
would like to do is take them in order. 

Attorney General Meese. All right. 

Mr. Nields. I take it that when you originally started this week¬ 
end inquiry, the issue, the principal issue on the table was this 
business of the HAWK missiles and the oil-drilling equipment. 

Now, you had heard one version from Colonel North on Thurs¬ 
day the 20th. What did he tell you on that subject on the 23d? 

Attorney General Meese. Perhaps it might be better if I gave you 
the interview just as it happened. I don’t want to prolong this. 

Mr. Nields. It is going to be a very long—this is 30 pages of 
handwritten notes, Mr. Attorney General, and if you read them all, 
we are going to be here a long time. 

What I would like to do is on this subject, because there are a lot 
of notes on it, is ask you whether you have a recollection of what 
he told you about his state of knowledge and then if there are par¬ 
ticular parts of the notes that would be helpful, I will refer you to 
them. 

Attorney General Meese. All right. 

I cannot recall in sufficient detail to answer those questions. I 
can when my recollection is refreshed by the notes; the only thing I 
wanted to say as a preface to this was that he mentioned to us that 
he had discussed with Mr. McFarlane the philosophy of—rather 
that—excuse me, I am recalling it from notes here. 

He said, first of all, that he was totally unwitting of the 508 
TOWs until after the fact, that he did not know that. And in 
answer to your specific question, he said that Bud McFarlane had 
called him as to this shipment in November 1985, which you are 
referring to now, I believe. 

He said that the call was from Geneva. He said that Bud told 
him that Rabin had a problem, he needed to move something 
around. He said that he had discussed with McFarlane the philoso¬ 
phy of Israeli’s helping moving something to Iran, and I presume it 
is in that phone call. 

He said that as a result he called Mr. Rabin back and that they 
wanted him to send a man to help with a big problem relating to a 
port. 

I believe that was the Lisbon situation. And he said, and that 
Rabin told him, we want to move some things that would support 
what you want to do. 

And he said that Rabin’s assistant told him that they were 
moving items which would support the rapprochement with Iran. 

Mr. North told us at that time that he got in touch with Richard 
Secord who was an international businessman, and that he had 
Mr. Secord go to see the person in Lisbon. He said that Rabin had 
told him that it was oil-related equipment. 
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He said that he had several more conversations with Bud McFar- 
lane, that he encouraged him to call the port officials and he 
thinks he did. 

He said that the Israelis aborted the move, this initial shipment. 
He then went on to say that Mr. Secord went to Tel Aviv pursuant 
to an Israeli request. 

It was clear to him that this was a high-priority shipment. 

You want me to go on with his narrative of this event? 

Mr. Nields. Well, I think you only have to go on a couple of 
more lines, and I will ask you, you don’t have to read it, I will 
simply ask you whether it isn’t the case that Colonel North told 
you that Mr. Secord was sent to Israel, to Tel Aviv, and that after 
he got there he learned that the shipment was HAWK missiles and 
that that is how Colonel North found out they were HAWK mis¬ 
siles? 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct. He did that apparently 
after he had called the CIA and got the name of a proprietary air¬ 
line. 

Mr. Nields. So that Colonel North's version of the facts during 
this interview was that he had originally been told it was oil-drill¬ 
ing equipment by Mr. Rabin and that he found out that the ship¬ 
ment had been HAWK missiles after Mr. Secord went to Tel 
Aviv— 

Attorney General Meese. That’s right. 

Mr. Nields. —which, as we have heard previously in these hear¬ 
ings, was a number of days after Mr. Secord had first been sent 
over and indeed after the missiles had actually been shipped. 

Attorney General Meese. That’s correct. So that that was some¬ 
time after the whole transaction had taken place. 

Mr. Nields. Now, the second topic I want to ask you about is the 
topic of diversion, and my first question is: Would it be correct to 
assume that prior to your interview you had studied the document 
that Mr. Reynolds had found in NSC files? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, I had. 

Mr. Nields. And did you ask Colonel North, among other 
things—well, I guess maybe I should say first, did you verify from 
him that a diversion had in fact occurred, not only had been 
planned but had occurred? 

Attorney General Meese. Well, I did ultimately. But what I did 
really was to take him through all of his knowledge of the transac¬ 
tions, or lack of knowledge of the transactions, that had occurred 
in 1985 and 1986 and exhausted what his information on every¬ 
thing without any mention of the diversion, so that I would get, 
without letting him know that we knew of that, all the information 
that we could about what he knew about the matters pertaining to 
what we might call the conventional aspects of the Iranian initia¬ 
tive. 

And we did that and, as you say, it goes on for several pages, 
meetings in London, the fact that he felt that the November oper¬ 
ation was a mess, that he felt that if he got involved they could do 
it right, and that for that reason he did get involved, particularly 
early the following January, the events that I knew about in the 
meeting with the President, the events that led up to the meeting 
with the President, and so on—talked about the Finding that had 
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been developed in the work in early January—he said that work 
started in mid-December—and talked about the entire thing 
through meetings with Sporkin and Casey and others, preparatory 
to the meeting with the President on the 7th. 

Then there was more discussion of the HAWK missile shipment 
in November of 1985. 

Mr. Nields. Then I take it you eventually addressed the topic of 
diversion. ^ 

Attorney General Meese. Well then we also talked about Mr. 
Ledeen. 

We really tried to get everything that he knew. And then talked 
about the return of the HAWKs. And then after what is recorded 
here as 12 pages of information that we got on all the other aspects 
of it, then I asked him about the memo. 

I showed him the memo and asked him if it was something he 
prepared. 

Mr. Nields. I don’t want to skip over things, but I think the only 
thing we need for our present purposes, since we have these notes, 
is—I take it it’s correct that he verified there had been some diver¬ 
sion of funds to the Contras. 

Attorney General Meese. Well, what he did, I showed him the 
memo and then he went into a reference to the original shipments 
and so on, and then he acknowledged the fact that there was a di¬ 
version of funds, yes, and that—he said that— I’m trying to find 
the spot here where I mentioned to him—I said, now this memo— 
he had talked a lot about the relationship with Israel and all that 
sort of thing, and he said that the Israelis were interested in help¬ 
ing us, and then he said—I got him back to talk about the memo 
and I said it appears to be written between the 4th and the 7th of 
April and it mentions the use of money that was transferred. 

And he said yes, that as a part of transfers that had taken 
place—and I have here the date of the 16th of May—money was 
deposited to the Israeli account and that some of this money was 
used for Israeli replacements, and he said that there was $12 mil¬ 
lion in residual funds that went to the Nicaraguan Resistance. 

Mr. Nields. Did you ask him who knew- 

Attorney General Meese. Yes. 

Mr. Nields. —that funds had been diverted to the Resistance? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, I asked him, and as the notes— 
there is a lot more about how this all came about. But I said was 
this ever discussed with the President, and he said not as far as he 
knew, not with North. 

And i said was it discussed with Poindexter, and he said he was 
the point of contact with the President, and he described Poin¬ 
dexter apparently—that he was the point of contact with the Presi¬ 
dent ana that that’s why he would not—he, North—would not have 
discussed it with the President. 

He said Fortier was involved, too,, because he became the princi¬ 
pal deputy, and then I said—or at least in the course of this I said 
who else knows. 

In the course of this discussion,-and the notes show it, he would 
wander off into other topics, or at least the conversation, the dis¬ 
cussion wandered off into other topics ab out the amount of money, 
who got them, how it was handled, and I said how much more is 



244 


there to it? And I said, who else is involved, Mr. McFarlane or 
Poindexter? He said that he had told McFarlane in April or May of 
1986 that there were—and then he said very clearly—there were 
only three who could know in the United States, meaning the U.S. 
Government, and that was: McFarlane, Poindexter, and North. 

Mr. Nields. Did he tell you whether Director Casey knew? 

Attorney General Meese. He said again there were only three 
who knew. I didn’t ask him specifically about Casey or anybody 
else. I said, “Who knew?” And he said, “There were only three who 
could know in the United States, and that was McFarlane, Poin¬ 
dexter, and North.” 

Mr. Nields. Let me turn the question around: Did he tell you 
that Director Casey knew? 

Attorney General Meese. Absolutely not. 

Mr. Nields. Now, the next topic I want to ask you about is what 
he told you on the subject of flow of funds involved in the diver¬ 
sion, and I think you should turn to page 12, and then you will 
want to come back to page 16 of these notes. And in the middle of 
page 12, it says “Money moved to CIA account,” and then there is 
“Iranians” with an arrow, “Israelis,” and then an arrow, “CIA ac¬ 
count,” then an arrow, “Army”. 

Attorney General Meese. This was our discussion before he had 
any knowledge that we had the memo, and he was discussing the 
general flow of money as a part of what I have described as the 
conventional aspects of the Iranian initiative, and he said the 
money moved to a CIA account, and then he went into it in more 
detail. 

He said the Iranians gave the money to the Israelis, the Israelis 
put the money in CIA accounts, and the CIA, in turn, reimbursed 
the Army for the original purchases. 

Mr. Nields. So even prior to the time that you had shown him 
during the interview this memo, he was already telling you that 
the money went directly from the Israelis to the CIA account, and 
he completely leaves out Secord and Hakim’s account, private en¬ 
terprise, or anything of this sort. 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct. As a matter of fact, I 
didn’t learn about any of those aspects of it until much later. 

Mr. Nields. Now, then, if you will turn to page 16, about two- 
thirds of the way down, it says: “Israeli offer,” and then there is an 
arrow to Calero, then another arrow, “Open three accounts in 
Switz, Switz,” and then it says, “and gave numbers to Israelis,” 
and then there is another dash, “Dollars to accounts.” 

Attorney General Meese. Right. 

Mr. Nields. What is he telling you there? 

Attorney General Meese. He is saying there, you have to go back 
a few lines above that when he says this was an Israeli idea. They 
wanted to be heldful. He said they wanted to be helpful in regard 
to the Contras. And he said he guessed f.he money got to them from 
this. He said the Contras knew the money came, in effect, from 
Israel and appreciated it. 

And then he said that Israel, the Israelis, made an offer through 
North to Calero, Calero being a representative of the Democratic 
Resistance Forces, and that Calero would open three accounts in 
Switzerland, and that then North gave the numbers of those ac- 
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counts to the Israelis and that the Israelis deposited the money to 
those accounts. He then said that the CIA had no knowledge of 
this. 

Mr. Nields. I take it, I just want to make this clear now, because 
it is important: did Colonel North tell you during that interview 
that the money had gone directly from the Israelis to Contra ac¬ 
counts? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir, he did. 

Mr. Nields. Now, that was different from what you had learned 
from reading the memorandum, the so-called diversion memoran¬ 
dum. Isn’t that true? 

Attorney General Meese. If I could, I would like to have you 
refer me to that exhibit so I can refresh my recollection. 

Mr. Nields. Yes. It is exhibit number 44. And the relevant part 
of it is at the bottom of page 2. 

Attorney General Meese. I read here, if I am reading the right 
place, it says “By Monday, the 7th of April, the Iranian Govern¬ 
ment will transfer $17 million to an Israeli account in Switzerland, 
the Israelis will in turn transfer to a private U.S. corporation ac¬ 
count in Switzerland the sum of $15 million, and then on Tuesday, 
April 8, or as soon as the transactions are verified, the private U.S. 
corporation will transfer $3.65 million to a CIA account in Switzer¬ 
land, CIA will then transfer this sum to a covert Department of the 
Army account in the United States.” 

It goes on to say "on Wednesday, April 9, the CIA will commence 
procuring-” 

Mr. Nields. You don’t need to read further. The part of it that I 
have reference to is the $15 million going to a private U.S. corpora¬ 
tion account. 

Attorney General Meese. Right. 

Mr. Nields. And then if you read the next paragraph, it shows 
$3 million going to the CIA for a difference of something under $12 
million. 

Attorney General Meese. Right. 

Mr. Nields. And then on page 5 it states that the residual funds, 
including $12 million, will go to the Contras. So I take it it is cor¬ 
rect that this document shows the diversion, so to speak, coming 
out of a U.S. corporation account. 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct. 

Mr. Nields. Now, my next question is: Didn’t you ask Colonel 
North about the flow of funds reflected in the diversion document 
during your interview? 

Attorney General Meese. No, we let him tell it exactly as he was 
telling it. He had the document, we showed him the document, I 
don’t think he read it carefully. I think he knew the document. 

Mr. Nields. Then I would like you to turn to page 17 of the 
North interview. 

Attorney General Meese. Oh, yes, excuse me, yes, we did ask him 
because—it says Iranians to Israel to an account corporation, to the 
CIA account. 

Mr. Nields. So there is a reference right there to the corporation 
account. 

Attorney General Meese. Right. 

Mr. Nields. Now, what did he tell you about that? 
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Attorney General Meese. I don’t recall that he said, I don’t recall 
anything that he told us about that account other than it was an 
account of a corporation. I think my own view was that it was 
probably a blind account for the CIA, or at least a blind account of 
some sort. 

Mr. Nields. Well, this is important, so I don't want to jump over 
it. The document indicates that the $15 million went into this cor¬ 
poration account. 

Attorney General Meese. Right. 

Mr. Nields. And that the moneys coming out of the corporation 
account were the ones going to the Contras. 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct. 

Mr. Nields. Now, did North confirm that or deny it during this 
interview? 

Attorney General Meese. No, I think he confirmed that the 
money did go to an account of a corporation. He didn’t go into any 
of the details about it, but I see from the notes here, I don’t have 
an independent recollection, but he did say, apparently from this, 
that it did go to the account of a corporation. 

Mr. Nields. All right. We will come back to this in a moment. 

There is one other topic that I would like to ask you about 
coming out of these notes, and it is on page 19. And I guess we 
ought to start at the bottom of page 18 of the notes. 

And there it is written, question, “What else like Nicaraguan 
angle?’’ And I take it somebody, either you or someone else, wants 
to know if there are any other troublesome aspects that you 
haven’t heard about yet. 

Attorney General Meese. Or any other diversions like the Nica¬ 
raguan situation. And his answer was nothing. 

Mr. Nields. It is nothing, but then on the top of the next page 
the note-taker has written down, apparently coming from Colonel 
North, “If this doesn’t come out, only other is November HAWKs 
deal.” 

Now, did Colonel North suggest to you during the interview that 
you keep the diversion information from coming out? 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t know. I don’t recall that he did. 
It is entirely possible that he did say that we shouldn’t let this 
come out, but I can’t actually recall that independently, and I don’t 
see anything in the notes here that say that. 

Mr. Nields. Did you make a response to it? 

Attorney General Meese. I am sure I didn’t. 

Mr. Nields. Now, during this interview, if I understand your tes¬ 
timony, Colonel North told you in effect that Casey did not know of 
the diversion? 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct. 

Mr. Nields. Now- 

Attorney General Meese. As a matter of fact, that seems to be 
indicated again, because there was a note here again on page 17, it 
says, “No other U.S. official involved, just McFarlane and Poin¬ 
dexter are knowledgeable.” 

Mr. Nields. Now, according to Colonel North’s testimony before 
this committee, that was false. He told you that the money was 
funneled into three Contra accounts in Switzerland. 

Attorney General Meese. Yes. 
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Mr. Nields. According to information the committee has, that 
was also false. He told you that Defense Minister Rabin had told 
him that oil-drilling equipment was to be shipped in November of 
1985. According to his testimony here before this committee, that 
was also false. 

Now, my question to you is: Following his interview, did y^u be¬ 
lieve the representations that he had made? Did you accept them 
as true, or did you have questions about them? 

Attorney General Meese. I accepted them as true and had no 
reason to believe otherwise. He had been very forthcoming in re¬ 
sponse to what we had asked him and had laid out the whole 
scheme that was basically consistent with the memorandum that 
we have. 

Mr. Nields. Will you describe his demeanor during the inter¬ 
view? 

Attorney General Meese. Obviously he was a little more con¬ 
cerned and upset, I would say, because we had the memo, and that 
was a source of concern to him because, in effect, what had gone on 
there was something he didn’t realize anyone else knew, and it was 
a highly sensitive thing from his standpoint because it had to do 
with his efforts to get funds to the Nicaraguan Democratic Resist¬ 
ance, and so I think that my view was he was mostly concerned 
because if this got out this would impede his efforts to help the 
Democratic Resistance in Nicaragua. 

Mr. Nields. In answering your questions, did he do so in a forth¬ 
right manner? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes. He was basically forthright, and I 
didn’t think, he certainly did not appear to be concealing anything. 

Mr. Nields. Now, at the end of your interview, you now con¬ 
firmed the diversion. At that point in time did you believe that you 
were dealing with something other than confusion, something seri¬ 
ous? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, very definitely, in that there was 
a whole new aspect of this situation. 

Mr. Nields. Did you regard it at that point in time as now a 
matter proper for criminal experts? 

Attorney General Meese. No. There was no—at that point we 
still hadn't figured out whether there was any criminality in¬ 
volved, whether this was an authorized activity, whether anyone 
else knew. 

There was a possibility certainly down the line that there might 
be criminal aspects, but certainly what happened had happened 
per se there—there was no obvious criminality at that point. 

Mr. Nields. Again, I must ask you this question because the com¬ 
mittee has information that there may have been some more 
shredding between that time and the time when it was finally re¬ 
ferred to the criminal division. Did you give any consideration at 
that time either to referring it to your criminal division or inde¬ 
pendently taking some steps to secure files? 

Attorney General Meese. No, I don’t believe anybody did give 
any consideration to that at that time. I think there were various 
reasons. One is that there was no hint to us of any destruction of 
documents. 
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Secondly, we had all the documents, because we had been given 
access to all the documents to our knowledge at the National Secu¬ 
rity Council staff offices. And Colonel North had been very forth¬ 
right and forthcoming in his answers. 

So that there was nothing that at that point would have given us 
a hint. I must say it is always easy some 8 months later to look 
back, and it certainly looks a lot different to us now than it did 
then but at that time there was nothing that did give us that hint. 

Mr. Nields. Now- 

Chairman Inouye. Mr. Nields, is this a good time to break? 

Mr. Nields. Yes. 

Attorney General Meese. Mr. Chairman, if I could make one 
statement so that the chair knows, we do have an unusual situa¬ 
tion tomorrow morning with the memorial service for Mr. Baldrige, 
which I think many members and myself will be attending. 

In order to comply with the schedule the committee has set for 
my testimony to take place these 2 days, I wanted you to know I 
will be ready to appear here at any time today or tomorrow as 
early or as late as the committee wishes to go so we can complete 
this by sometime tomorrow evening. 

Chairman Inouye. We appreciate this very much. At the present 
time we would like to schedule you tomorrow at 12:30. Will that be 
all right? 

Attorney General Meese. That will be fine. I will be happy to be 
here. 

Chairman Inouye. The panel will stand in recess until 2:00 p.m. 

[Whereupon, the Select Committees recessed, to reconvene at 
2:00 p.m., the same day.] 

AFTERNOON SESSION 

The Select Committees met, pursuant to recess, at 2:00 p.m., in 
room 325, Russell Senate Office Building, Hon. Daniel K. Inouye 
(chairman of the Senate Select Committee) and Hon. Lee H. Hamil¬ 
ton (chairman of the House Select Committee) presiding. 

Chairman Inouye. The hearing will please come to order. 

Mr. Nields will resume the questioning. 

Mr. Nields? 

Mr. Nields. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Good afternoon, Mr. Attorney General. 

Attorney General Meese. Good afternoon. 

Mr. Nields. This morning I think you testified that Colonel 
North showed surprise when you disclosed the so-called diversion 
memorandum to him. 

Now, I take it he had written the memorandum. 

Attorney General Meese. If I may, I will just take a moment so 
that I can find those notes again and be sure- 

Mr. Nields. It is exhibit 44 and should be in the big book to your 
left. I am not going to ask any questions particularly about that 
memorandum, just about Colonel North’s reaction to being shown 
it. 

Attorney General Meese. The reason that I raise the question is 
that I am not sure that he did in fact admit to us that he had writ¬ 
ten the memorandum. 
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I might say also, counsel, as part of your question I ought to clar¬ 
ify something I mentioned this morning. The shock and surprise 
actually did not come when we originally presented the memoran¬ 
dum itself, but at the point where he got in the memorandum to 
the explanation of the diversion process. 

There was some lead-on material up until that point and it was 
not until he got to the second page and saw what was contained 
therein which related to the diversion scheme that he actually 
showed the shock and surprise. 

Mr. Nields. Maybe I can shorten this. 

Attorney General Meese. I can’t remember precisely whether he 
said that he had written the memo or whether he indicated that he 
was not sure. I said—I said is it something you prepared with 
Terms of Reference dated April 1986 and then it had reference to 
the 13th of September and so on. 

And I am not sure whether we ever did actually get him to state 
that he did prepare the memorandum. 

I will see if I can find that later on and try to see if I can find 
that in the notes. But I certainly know that it ultimately was es¬ 
tablished that this had come from files to which he had access, and 
I believe he may have indicated to us he had prepared it. 

Mr. Nields. And he was certainly familiar with the information 
in it dealing with the diversion? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes. 

Mr. Nields. So that the surprise wasn’t at the information, he 
was already familiar with the information? 

Attorney General Meese. The surprise was, without any ques¬ 
tion, that we had the copy of the memorandum that had that infor¬ 
mation in it. 

Mr. Nields. The memorandum that had that information in it 
was something within the scope of your request for information rel¬ 
evant to the Iranian arms initiative; isn’t that correct? 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct. We asked for any docu¬ 
ments relating to the Iranian initiative. 

Mr. Nields. How then did you understand—did you interpret his 
surprise that you had a memorandum referring to the diversion 
which was well within the scope of your request? 

Attorney General Meese. Just that he was in fact surprised and 
didn’t realize that we had it. 

Mr. Nields. Well, let me ask the question in a slightly more lead¬ 
ing way perhaps. 

Did you understand that he had not intended for you to see that 
document? 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t know whether he intended for 
us to see it or not. He certainly was surprised that we had seen it 
or appeared to be. 

Mr. Nields. Did that raise in your mind the possibility that Colo¬ 
nel North had or would try to select the documents which would be 
made available to you and your people? 

Attorney General Meese. I didn’t really have any basis on which 
to make a judgment like that. We had asked Admiral Poindexter to 
have all tne documents pertaining to the Iranian initiative made 
available. 
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Our contact had been originally with Commander Thompson in 
this regard to me and to our people who had been there. There had 
been no hesitancy or reluctance in giving information to us. 

As a matter of fact, when as they were perusing some of the ma¬ 
terial they thought that there might be some additional material 
that might not be there, they made a request and that additional 
material was produced. 

Mr. Nields. But now something new had happened which was 
that Colonel North had expressed shock that you would have a rel¬ 
evant document, and my question is did that raise in your mind a 
suspicion that Colonel North either had or would prevent you from 
getting access to other relevant information? 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t know whether he was surprised 
that this document was still around or what the basis of his shock 
was. All I can tell you is he was surprised. We felt that at that 
point by the time we had talked with him and that was the reason 
for our going through the day Saturday before talking to Colonel 
North, was to be sure we had all the documents that were present 
at the NSC staff office, and it was our belief at that time that we 
did. 

Mr. Nields. Were you ever made aware on Friday, the 21st or at 
any time over the weekend, that the head of the Department’s 
Criminal Division had expressed a desire to have this investigation 
handled by his division? 

Attorney General Meese. No, I don’t believe I was. As a matter 
of fact, I have talked with him and he has indicated to me that he 
never was of a desire to have this investigation that I am talking 
about handled by his Criminal Division. 

Quite the contrary, he indicated that his interests had to do with 
something totally different, which was the investigations that were 
going on in connection with New York’s smuggling activities and 
that sort of thing. 

Mr. Nields. Do you recall having a conversation with him on 
Monday the 24th in which you told him that the decision not to use 
the Criminal Division had been a deliberate one, not an inadvert¬ 
ent one? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes. I don't have a recollection of the 
discussion, but I believe I did call him on Monday, and indicate 
that to him. 

Mr. Nields. What did you have in mind in telling him it wasn’t 
inadvertent? 

Attorney General Meese. I can’t recall, frankly, because I don’t 
recall the conversation, but there may have been some indication 
to me that shouldn't we let Bill Weld know that the Criminal Divi¬ 
sion isn’t being cut out of this or something to that effect. 

And of course, they weren’t. I indicated to him that at an appro¬ 
priate time—I don’t recall the exact conversation, but my intention 
was that at an appropriate time if there was any indication of 
criminality that we would bring him into it, and in fact that was 
what happened. 

Mr. Nields. I take once again as of the finish of your interview 
with Colonel North on Sunday, you still did not regard this as a 
fitting subject for investigation? 
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Attorney General Meese. Not at that point, but we still had 
much to do yet. We had to talk with people, including Admiral 
Poindexter. We had to talk with others in the White House to be 
sure that it had not been authorized and we had a number of 
things yet to be done. 

Mr. Nields. Let’s turn to them. 

On Monday, did you have a second interview with Mr. McFar- 
lane? 

Attorney General Meese. Mr. McFarlane came in on Monday 
and we did have a further interview primarily to discuss with him 
what we had learned on Sunday and to Find out what he might 
know about it. 

Mr. Nields. Did you ask him whether he had been aware of the 
diversion? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, I did. 

Mr. Nields. And what was his response? 

Attorney General Meese. And I would like to look vt the notes 
here, but I think my recollection is that he indicated that he had 
become aware of it in April or May of 1986, when he was preparing 
to or was actually on a trip to Tehran, after he had returned from 
civilian life to take on a special assignment and that at that time 
he was told more or less in passing by Colonel North about the di¬ 
version program, and he was given to believe at that time that it 
had been authorized. 

If you will permit me just a moment, I will see if I can find my 
notes and confirm that that is—that my recollection is correct. 

Actually, I don’t think there are any notes of that particular con¬ 
versation, but I believe my recollection is correct. 

Mr. Nields. Did you ask Mr. McFarlane who else knew of the di¬ 
version? 

Attorney General Meese. I asked him what he knew about it, 
and I believe the only things that he told me were that he knew, of 
course from Colonel North that Admiral Poindexter he believed 
knew and that that was all that he knew who might have any 
knowledge of it. 

Mr. Nields. Did you ask him why he hadn’t disclosed the diver¬ 
sion to you in your earlier interview? 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t recall whether I did or not. It 
was a very hurried conversation with him. He got there late, and I 
was on mv way to a meeting with the President at the White 
House so there was not an awful lot of time to talk with him. 

Mr. Nields. What happened when you met with the President at 
the White House? 

Attorney General Meese. I met with the President at about 11:00 
o’clock or I guess a few minutes after 11:00. I believe he was run¬ 
ning slightly late or perhaps I was. In any event, I met with him 
and with Don Regan. We did not have Admiral Poindexter with us 
at this time, and I related to them what we had found over the 
weekend in my interview with Colonel North, that we had found 
evidence of a diversion of funds from the Iranian initiative to the 
Freedom Fighters in Nicaragua and then related generally what 
we had found out in fairly brief form. 

And the President was quite surprised and indicated he had not 
known anything of this and I believe Don Regan said at that time 
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or at least indicated that he was surprised. As I went into this, the 
President was interrupted because after I had told the story of 
what we had found and so on, he was interrupted because he had 
an appointment with a visitor from overseas, I believe it was Chief 
Budalase from South Africa, and so the meeting was adjourned 
until after the National Security Planning Group meeting that 
afternoon, and I was asked to come back and continue with the 
President as to what steps we ought to take. 

I do remember the President indicating that we were going to 
have to be sure that this—work out a way to get this out as soon as 
possible, and I told him that I still had other people I needed to 
talk to, one of whom was Admiral Poindexter. 

Mr. Nields. Mr. Regan has told the committee that the subject of 
the diversion did not, in fact, come up until your meeting with the 
President reconvened in the afternoon and in your press confer¬ 
ence the following day, you made reference to having told the 
President in the afternoon. 

Do you feel certain that you told him in the morning as opposed 
to the afternoon? 

Attorney General Meese. I can’t be sure. My best recollection is I 
think I told him at least initially in the morning that we had found 
something unusual. I don’t think I was able to tell him the whole 
story in the morning because of the interruptions that I mentioned. 

Mr. Nields. I think you said earlier that there was a scheduled 
meeting of the NSC at 2:00 o’clock in the afternoon on Monday. 

Attorney General Meese. A meeting of the National Security 
Planning Group, yes NSPG. 

Mr. Nields. And I take you attended that meeting? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, I did. 

Mr. Nields. I think as you indicated earlier you were to report 
on the results of your investigation to the NSPG at the 2:00 o’clock 
meeting. 

Attorney General Meese. Not that I was to report to the NSPG. 
The President asked me or Don Regan asked me if I could complete 
my review or as much of it as possible by 2:00 o'clock, at which 
time the NSPG was going to meet on the Iranian subject, so that I 
would be prepared to participate in that meeting on the basis of 
what we had learned. 

Mr. Nields. Did you mention at that meeting the diversion? 

Attorney General Meese. No, I did not, for the reason that I had 
not had a chance to discuss it fully with the President as yet. 

Mr. Nields. Originally, as I understand it, you were going to do 
an inquiry to straighten out the differing stories with respect to 
.the HAWK shipment in November of 1985. 

Did you report on that subject at the NSPG meeting? 

Attorney General Meese. I contributed to the discussion, and I 
believe I have some notes on that which constitute one of your ex¬ 
hibits; if you could enlighten me as to which one. 

Mr. Nields. It is exhibit 49. 

Attorney General Meese. Thank you. 

I will refer to that now because there are considerable portions 
of that which have been redacted as classified, and I don’t want to 
refer to anything that is not properly concern for open discussion. 
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Mr. Nields. We have left in all portions of it that relate to the 
HAWK shipment. 

Attorney General Meese. Did you say exhibit 45? 

Mr. Nields. I am sorry. I may have. I should have said exhibit 
49. 

Attorney General Meese. Forty-nine, There is quite a bit of that 
redacted, yes. 

Mr. Nields. Now, exhibit 49—I take it these are notes that you 
took at that NSPG meeting at 2:00 o’clock in the afternoon? 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct. 

Mr. Nields. Your notes on the second page of the exhibit begin 
with the words “DTR.” I take it that is Mr. Regan? 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct, Donald Regan. 

Mr. Nields. And he is the one, apparently, who raises the subject 
and says, “Question re: HAWK missile shipment, who authorized, 
who knew, was RR told?” 

Attorney General Meese. Yes. 

Mr. Nields. And then you write down a remark by JMP; that is 
Admiral Poindexter? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes. 

Mr. Nields. And he says, “Bud handling by self from July until 
December 1985, no documentation.” 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct. That is what I have 
written down. 

Mr. Nields. Do you recall his saying anything further? 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t recall anything further, and I 
recall that only from looking at the notes. 

Mr. Nields. Now, Admiral Poindexter has testified before this 
committee that he had destroyed the original signed Finding that 
related to this HAWK shipment. 

I take it you would have regarded that as documentation of sig¬ 
nificance to the inquiry that you were conducting over the week¬ 
end? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, I certainly would. 

Mr. Nields. And he has also told us that once he saw that and 
destroyed it, that the pieces began to fall back together and he 
began to recollect his involvement in that shipment. 

I take it from your notes that he did not come forward with any 
information on the 24th? 

Attorney General Meese. No, he did not, not as to that at least. 

Mr. Nields. Now, from vour notes, I take it, that Mr. Regan had 
inquired who authorized the shipment, who knew, was RR told. 

Did anyone ask the President or did the President respond in 
any way to that question? 

Attorney General Meese. Not that I can recall, and I have made 
no notations that he did. This was not necessarily a verbatim ac¬ 
count of what was going on. It was notes that I took to refresh my 
recollection, but I have no notation here as to anything the Presi¬ 
dent might have said at that stage. 

Mr. Nields. Following the NSPG meeting, did you arrange an 
interview with Admiral Poindexter? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes. For some reason I wasn’t able to 
reach him in the morning and so I did go up to his office immedi- 
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ately following the NSPG meeting and had a conversation with 
him at that time. 

Mr. Nields. How long? 

Attorney General Meese. I would say it was a very short conver¬ 
sation, probably about 5 or 10 minutes, because I was due in the 
President’s office as soon as I could after that meeting, but I did 
want to see Admiral Poindexter before I saw the President. 

Mr. Nields. Would you describe your conversation with Admiral 
Poindexter? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes. I described to Admiral Poindexter 
what we had found, that we had found a memorandum that indi¬ 
cated a diversion of funds. I indicated that we had talked with 
Colonel North, that Colonel North had verified that there was such 
a scheme and that a quantity of money had been taken from the 
so-called profits of the arms transactions and had been transferred 
through a series of bank accounts to the Freedom Fighters, and 
that, told him, in essence, what we had found. 

And I asked him whether he knew about this, and he said that, 
and I believe his exact words or close to his exact words, “Ollie has 
given me enough hints about this so that I generally knew, but I 
did nothing to follow up or stop it” or words to that effect. 

And then I asked him, I said, have you told anyone else or does 
anyone else in the White House know? And he said, no. 

Mr. Nields. Was that the sum and substance of your conversa¬ 
tion? 

Attorney General Meese. I think those were the salient parts of 
the conversation. 

Mr. Nields. Did you ask him whether he had ever received a 
final version of the document that you had talked to Colonel North 
about? 

Attorney General Meese. No, I did not. I didn’t go into any more 
detail than that. Those were the key elements that I wanted to 
know before I talked to the President and then since I was already 
late for the President’s office, I went there almost directly. 

I may have stopped by to pick up Don Regan or he may have 
already been in the President's office, but Admiral Poindexter did 
not go with me at that time. 

Mr. Nields. Did you ask him whether there had been any other 
documents referring to the diversion which had been sent up the 
line by Colonel North? 

Attorney General Meese. No. I asked him only whether he had 
told anyone else or anyone else in the White House knew and he 
said no. 

Mr. Nields. Did you ask him whether he had told the President? 

Attorney General Meese. Implicitly, yes, when I asked who else 
in the White House knew or whether he told anyone else in the 
White House, and he said no. 

Mr. Nields. Now, Admiral Poindexter testified before this com¬ 
mittee that he did not recall your asking him whether he had told 
the President. Did you make any notes of that interview? 

Attorney General Meese. No, I did not. 

Mr. Nields. Was there anyone else there? 

Attorney General Meese. No, I was the only one with him, and I 
did not actually ask him in the exact words “did you tell the Presi- 
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dent?” I said, ‘‘did you tell anyone else in the White House or does 
anyone else in the White House know?” 

I think I may have related to him what Colonel North said about 
who knew. 

Mr. Nields. Did you ask him whether he had approved of the di¬ 
version? 

Attorney General Meese. I didn't ask him separately, he had al¬ 
ready indicated what his participation was in the words that I 
mentioned to you, that he knew enough about it, that he knew 
what was going on, had a general knowledge, but that he did noth¬ 
ing to either follow up on that or stop it. 

Mr. Nields. I think you said you were on your way to a meeting 
with the President? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes. 

Mr. Nields. And that was a continuation of the meeting that was 
interrupted in the morning? 

Attorney General Meese. Right. 

Mr. Nields. Would you describe the conversation you had with 
the President after your interview with Admiral Poindexter? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes. I then related in more detail to 
the President, and also added what I had just learned from Admi¬ 
ral Poindexter about his knowledge and participation. There was a 
discussion then in the President’s office between Don Reg&n and 
the President and myself about the next steps to take. 

I indicated that I probably ought to do some additional checking 
or at least there were other people that I wanted to talk with. One 
of them—just to touch all the bases—with the Vice President. 

And also there was a discussion of—I know distinctly there was a 
discussion: should John Poindexter be relieved of his duties? 

And the President said he would like to think about it overnight 
as to what steps should be taken, and we agreed to meet again in 
the morning, I believe, at 9 o'clock. 

Mr. Nields. Now, before you met again--did you, in fact again 
meet at 9 o’clock? 

Attorney General Meese. Let me also say there was one other 
thing. The President said at that time, again, reiterated what he 
had said to me on a previous occasion, that was that we want to be 
sure that we get this out as soon as possible or words to that effect. 

And that was one of the—there were several things he had in 
mind, but that was one of the things we were going to talk about 
the following morning. 

Mr. Nields. And did you, in fact, have that meeting at 9 o’clock 
in the morning? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes. 1 believe it was at 9 o’clock that I 
was in the President’s office along with Don Regan, and we settled 
on a plan of action for the next steps to take. 

Mr. Nields. Prior to the meeting at 9 in the morning, did you 
have a meeting early in the morning? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes. I met with Mr. Casey at about 6:40 
or so. 

Mr. Nields. How was that arranged? 

Attorney General Meese. I was just leaving the house about 6:30 
and Mr. Casey called me and said that Don Regan had told him 
about the diversion of funds the night before and he wanted to talk 
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about it, and I said that probably rather than talking over the 
phone, it would be better for me to drop by his home. I had men¬ 
tioned earlier to you that he lived very close to me. So I dropped by 
there on the way to work. 

Mr. Nields. Would you describe the conversation you had with 
Director Casey that morning? 

Attorney General Meese. Basically I had told him what we had 
found, and he had already heard the story generally from Don 
Regan. He indicated to me that he had been surprised by what Don 
Regan told him, and he also said we have got to get this out as 
soon as possible. 

Mr. Nields. Did you ask him whether he had known of it earlier? 

Attorney General Meese. I don't think I did, because he had indi¬ 
cated to me in the conversation that he had been surprised and 
had not known of it before Don Regan told him. 

Mr. Nields. I take it then that you did not ask him- 

Attorney General Meese. I didn’t ask him point blank, did you 
know about it before Don Regan told you, but he certainly indicat¬ 
ed that in the conversation. I can’t remember the exact words. 

Mr. Nields. I take it then you didn’t ask him whether he had 
ever discussed it with the President or anybody else? 

Attorney General Meese. No, I did not. 

Mr. Nields. Was that the sum and substance of your conversa¬ 
tion with Director Casey? 

Attorney General Meese. Well, it was, because while we were 
talking, we were interrupted by a phone call for me by the White 
House switchboard and Don Regan was trying to reach me, and 
they had called my car and the car told him I was inside and so 
they reached me in Mr. Casey’s home or perhaps the call somehow 
got to the car and ultimately to me, I am not sure of the exact se¬ 
quence. 

And then I talked with Mr. Reagan and he indicated that he 
would be asking for John Poindexter’s resignation that morning. 

Mr. Nields. I take it—well, let me ask you: whose decision was it 
to ask for John Poindexter’s resignation? 

Attorney General Meese. Well, ultimately it was the President’s. 
And I think at that point it was Don Regan’s strong recommenda¬ 
tion that John Poindexter should resign. 

Mr. Nields. What was done with respect to Colonel North and 
whose decision was that? 

Attorney General Meese. Well, that came later in the morning, 
when we were talking with the President, and the question was: 
should Colonel North be allowed to resign? And I believe it was 
Mr. Regan, but I am not positive, but the resolution in any event 
was, well, he is just on detail from the Marine Corps, so he can just 
be transferred back to the Marine Corps. 

Mr. Nields. Was it decided by anyone that he would be fired? 

Attorney General Meese. Well, I think when you—I don’t re¬ 
member the words actually “fired,” I remember the words “gener¬ 
ally transferred back to the Marine Corps.” That could be inter¬ 
preted as being fired in the sense of a White House position, but 
there was a difference in the position that Colonel North held re¬ 
lated to that which Admiral Poindexter held. 
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Admiral Poindexter actually was appointed. He was a commis¬ 
sioned member of the White House staff as the Assistant to the 
President for National Security Affairs whereas Colonel North was 
one of many military personnel that v ;re detailed to the White 
House, so there was a technical difference in terminology as to the 
two. 

Mr. Nields. Whose decision was it that Colonel North be trans¬ 
ferred? 

Attorney General Meese. Well, ultimately it was the President’s 
decision, and I don’t know who suggested it, I think it was Mr. 
Regan, but there was general agreement by all that were there 
that that should, in fact, happen. 

Mr. Nields. What was your position on it? 

Attorney General Meese. I certainly concurred. 

Mr. Nields. And for what reason? 

Attorney General Meese. On the basis of his involvement in the 
diversion of funds which was an unauthorized activity and some¬ 
thing which had not been approved and would not be approved by 
the President had he known. 

Mr. Nields. Now, were you under the impression that it had or 
had not been approved by Colonel North’s superior, Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter? 

Attorney General Meese. I would say that my impression was ex¬ 
actly as I had been told by Admiral Poindexter, that he had con¬ 
doned or allowed the activity to go forward. 

Mr. Nields. I take it it was decided at some point in the morn¬ 
ing, as you said, to get the facts out. 

Attorney General Meese. Well, actually we developed a whole 
series of steps. The first step was to take care of the problem of the 
resignation and the transfer, resignation of Admiral Poindexter, 
and the transfer of Colonel North. 

A second decision was to convene a special review board to im¬ 
mediately start work and make sure that, make recommendations 
to ensure that this kind of thing couldn’t happen again. The Presi¬ 
dent was very firm on that. 

Thirdly, to let the rest of the National Security Council members 
know, and, in fact, a meeting was convened at 10:15 for that pur¬ 
pose. 

Next, to let the Congress know, and a meeting was called for 
11:00 o’clock for that purpose. 

And, finally, to, or next after that was to let the American 
people know, and a press conference S was' "Scheduled for 12:00 
o’clock for that purpose, and I believe at that time, although I am 
not positive whether it was then or immediately after the news 
conference, that I indicated that I would be meeting with our 
Criminal Division people in the Department of Justice. I had al¬ 
ready started activity on Monday to look into the possibility the 
criminal laws may have been involved. 

Mr. Nields. I would like to turn to the press conference now if 
we can, and the transcript of your portion of it is exhibit 54. 

Attorney General Meese. I see that here. I also have a copy that 
is a little more legible, so I will move from copy to copy, if I may. 
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Mr. Nields. Now, during the course of the press conference, did 
you make various statements about who was aware of the diversion 
and who was not aware of the diversion? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, I believe that I did. 

Mr. Nields. And what did you say with respect to Director 
Casey? 

Attorney General Meese. I believe that I said that Director 
Casey was not aware of the diversion. I would have to, of course, 
check—I believe that is what I said. 

Mr. Nields. That is correct, and it is at page 3 of exhibit 54, you 
need not turn to it, it is a simple question and answer that has to 
do with Director Casey, and you say CIA Director Casey and then 
various other- 

Attorney General Meese. Yes. 

Mr. Nields. —Cabinet officials, none of us knew. 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct. 

Mr. Nields. Now, did you make various statements also during 
the course of that press conference about the flow of funds, how the 
moneys were routed from Iran to the Contras? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, I did. And I think I ought to add 
that I also made a number of statements during that press confer¬ 
ence that I was providing information on the basis of what we then 
knew, that the information we had was preliminary, certainly frag¬ 
mentary, that we did not have the complete picture, and that I was 
giving the best information we had as of that time. 

Mr. Nields. I would like you to turn to what is page 6 of exhibit 
54. It may be easier to use that because the pagination can be fol¬ 
lowed. 

Attorney General Meese. All right. 

Mr. Nields. In the middle of the page the following question is 
asked: "One final followup, then, how did Colonel North—let me 
put it this way—these transfers of moneys, did they go only 
through one man, Colonel North, were there no other people in¬ 
volved?” 

And your response is: "No transfers of money went through 
anyone. Bank accounts were established as best we know by repre¬ 
sentatives of the forces in Central America. And this information 
was provided to representatives of the Israeli Government, and the 
funds are—or representatives of Israel, I should say—and these 
funds were put into the accounts. So far as we know at this stage, 
no American person actually handled any of the funds that went to 
the forces in Central America.” 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct, that’s what we had 
been told by Colonel North on Sunday. 

Mr. Nields. Well, just referring back to this morning’s question 
and answer. We went over some questions and some answers, and I 
think you indicated that Colonel North told you the money was 
flowing through the account of a U.S. corporation. 

Attorney General Meese. Well, I think there were two different 
accounts that were given by Colonel North. One was the way the 
svstem went when it was, when he was describing the conventional 
flow of moneys or the flow of moneys during what I have charac¬ 
terized as the conventional aspects of the Iranian initiative, and 
then he gave us a different picture when he was talking about the 
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diversion of funds to the Freedom Fighters in Nicaragua. And so 
when I was talking about this then in response to the question that 
you cited, I was talking about what he indicated to us was the way 
in which the funds were diverted. 

Mr. Nields. Now, I think we also this morning went over the so- 
called diversion memorandum which also showed the $15 million 
going into the account of a U.S. corporation, and then from there 
to the Contras. Did you have that in mind when you were describ¬ 
ing the flow of funds at the press conference? 

Attorney General Meese. Well, what I had specifically in mind is 
what I testified to this morning and which was, is included in the 
notes of the interview with Colonel North on page 16 where it says: 
Israelis, it says, “Israeli”—singular—“made an offer, Colonel North 
contacted Calero, who opened three accounts in Switzerland, North 
gave the numbers to the Israelis, the moneys went to those ac¬ 
counts, CIA had no knowledge.” That is what I was referring to 
when I answered that question at the news conference. 

Mr. Nields. Now, again, I don’t want to belabor it, but I think 
you also indicated, and this is reflected at page 17 of your notes of 
your convei cation with Colonel North, that you specifically con¬ 
fronted him with the diversion memorandum and the flow of funds 
reflected there, and that he described it again as being Iranians, 
Israel, account corp., CIA account, Army weapons. 

Attorney General Meese. Yes. But that my understanding was 
the accounting or the flow of the legitimate funds, the funds that 
went ultimately into the CIA account and into the Army weapons 
account, rather than the money that was diverted to the Freedom 
Fighters, which, as I understood, went directly from the Israelis 
into those secret bank accounts, at least that is what he had told us 
on that day, so that money was diverted from the normal flow of 
funds which is reflected on page 17. 

Mr. Nields. But I think you also indicated earlier, and perhaps 
this is incorrect, but I think you indicated earlier that the flow in¬ 
dicated on page 17 was taken out of the diversion memorandum 
itself, which showed the money, the $15 million, going into the cor¬ 
porate account and then on to the Contras. 

Attorney General Meese. Well, I am not sure. This has a ques¬ 
tion mark next to it here as to what the exact flow was. It is true 
that in the diversion memo, there was one flow that was described, 
there is another flow that is described by Colonel North when he 
told us how it was established and how the funds went into the 
Swiss bank accounts directly from the Israelis. 

So to the extent that there seems to be a discrepancy, I think the 
notes reflect it as it was told by us, and certainly as to what the 
question that I was answering in the news conference was based 
upon the rather definitive account that Colonel North had given us 
as to the flow of moneys specifically that got to the Contras. 

Mr. Nields. This question about the flow of funds, I take it, was 
of some potential legal significance. 

Attorney General Meese. Well, it was, and, of course, I anticipat¬ 
ed, as in fact it was due to be followed up by more investigation 
after the news conference, and as a matter of fact, I had in mind at 
the time of the news conference that there would be extensive in- 
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vestigative activity, as I mentioned in my opening statement this 
morning. 

But it was the President’s desire that we present to the Ameri¬ 
can people, as well as to the Congress, as rapidly as possible the 
information that we knew at that time, without waiting around for 
further investigation, so that there would be no hint that anyone 
was trying to cover up the facts and withhold the facts from the 
American people. 

Mr. Nields. I take it that the legal significance was that if the 
money went from the Iranians to the Israelis to the Nicaraguan 
Resistance, it might well be that the U.S. Government had no con¬ 
trol over those funds, whereas if it went through, if it went into the 
account of a U.S. corporation acting as agent for the CIA, as you 
indicated before, or Colonel North, then perhaps the U.S. Govern¬ 
ment would have control over the funds. 

Attorney General Meese. Well, I am not sure—actually we didn’t 
do a legal analysis at that time because that’s something we were 
intending and have intended and have done since that time. But I 
am not sure that that would affect the legal significance. It may 
have been a factor, but it certainly may not have been definitive. 

Because as we then, on the afternoon of the 25th, explored the 
various legal theories, that any profits from the sale of American 
weapons made by anyone who was acting in any capacity as an 
agent of the United States could, under a constructive trust theory, 
those funds could very well be a part of, be property of the United 
States, and so I am not sure of the particular way in which the 
bank accounts flow had any real significance based on the con¬ 
structive trust theory. 

Mr. Nields. Did you also at that press conference make reference 
to the U.S. Government knowledge and participation in the pre- 
finding Israeli shipments? 

Attorney General Meese. I believe I did, but you may want to 
refer me to the specific portion of it here. 

Mr. Nields. I think pages 9 and 10. 

Attorney General Meese. I guess it would be 9 and 10 if they 
were numbered. 

Mr. Nields. You are correct, you have to count from the begin¬ 
ning. I apologize. 

It is a page that starts off, “That was after.” 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, here we have it. 

That was after the information had come out, and then- 

Mr. Nields. Down at the bottom of the page there is a question: 
would you please clarify the whole question of the President con¬ 
doning a third country shipment prior to signing this order? 

And I take it that was the question on which there had been 
some confusion last week and you had done the weekend inquiry in 
order to resolve the confusion. 

Attorney General Meese. Yes. 

Mr. Nields. Your answer is: “this is still being looked into. The 
President did not have full details of all the aspects of transactions 
that took place prior to the Finding. There were—there was at 
least one transaction that we know about in which Israel shipped 
weapons without any authorization from the United States.” 

What was that statement based on? 



261 


Attorney General Meese. That was based upon my understand¬ 
ing at that time from Colonel North primarily, but also I believe 
from Mr. McFarlane, that the original TOW shipment, which took 
place, I believe, in the latter part of August or the early part of 
September 1985, had been undertaken by the Israelis without any 
prior knowledge of the United States. 

Mr. Nields. Thank you. 

Then your answer continues: "there was another transaction of a 
similar nature, although there was probably knowledge on the part 
of people in the United States about it and this"—and the question, 
when was that?—you continue your answer—is one of—“there was a 
transaction, one transaction in late August or September, and 
there was another transaction in—of ’85, in November, and in the 
November transaction actually those weapons were returned to 
Israel, it’s our understanding. That was the whole—both of those 
transactions took place between Israel and Iran and did not involve 
at that time the United States." 

And then the question comes back: "At what point did the 
President know?" 

You said he didn’t have the full details. 

You answered yes. 

The question: “What details did he have about those transactions 
and when did he have them?” 

And you responded: “the President—this is one of the things that 
we’re recollecting now—the President was informed generally that 
there had been an Israeli shipment of weapons to Iran sometime 
during the late summer, early fall of 1985, and then he later 
learned in February of 1986 the details about another shipment 
that had taken place in November of ’85, which actually had been 
returned to Israel in February of ’86.” 

What was the basis for your statement that the President 
learned in February of ’86 details about the November ’85 ship¬ 
ment? 

Attorney General Meese. I can’t recall now, but I believe that we 
had been told that by one of the participants. Whether it was Colo¬ 
nel North or Mr. McFarlane, I'm not sure. 

Again I might say that there was considerable confusion during 
the course of the press conference with questions being thrown at 
mo from a number of members of the press. I was trying to recall 
details as best I could at that time without notes, and to testify—to 
account to the press for what we knew. 

This was why, as you will see, this press conference is replete 
with statements that I was telling what we knew at that time and 
telling to the best of our knowledge and indicating to the press that 
that might not be a full and accurate account, and that much more 
would be forthcoming later. 

Mr. Nields. Now, on the subject of the flow of funds, did you get 
a telephone cali from the Prime Minister of Israel at the end of the 
day in which he straightened the story out? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, I did. And if I may refer you to 
exhibit 56, it’s a page from my spiral notebook dated the 25th of 
November 1986. At 4:40 p.m. I received a call from Shimon Peres, 
then the Prime Minister of Israel. 
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Mr. Peres is a man that I was well acquainted with. I had been a 
guest in his home. And he told me that they had transmitted the 
defensive weapons upon United States request. 

He said the money—and I’m reading now from my notes—he 
said the money had been paid directly by Iranians, not by Israelis, 
to the account of an American company in Switzerland. The Israe¬ 
lis were only told the amount, they didn’t know the end user. 

He said they were releasing a statement to that effect in Israel 
in 20 minutes and he said—he wound up by saying they want to be 
helpful to us in any way they could. 

Mr. Nields. Now, exhibit 63 is a memorandum done in the 
Criminal Division based on the information thrt you had released 
at your press conference, and on page 3 it states, “It seems to me 
clear from the information made public by the Attorney General 
that funds available to the Department of Defense were used to 
store, transport, load, and ship to Iran the arms eventually turned 
into aid to the Contras.’’ 

And then down below it says, “If the above information is true, it 
appears to me fairly clear that anyone who designed the Iran oper¬ 
ation to deliver weapons to Nicaragua, concealed that information 
from the President, and then ordered the deal to go forward, could 
reasonably be said to be in violation of the Boland Amendment.” 

Do you agree with that statement? 

Attorney General Meese. Well, I'm not sure. I had not seen this 
memorandum until preparation for this hearing, and I would think 
that there was certainly a possibility that could be true, depending 
upon what branch of the government that individual was in. 

I would have to look at the Boland Amendment that was in 
effect at that particular time and do that analysis. I have not done 
that. 

Mr. Nields. I have just a few more questions, Mr. Attorney Gen¬ 
eral. 

Was the Department of Justice ever asked for an opinion on the 
applicability of the Boland Amendment to the NSC? 

Attorney General Meese. Not to my knowledge. 

Mr. Nields. Now, exhibit 69 is an opinion done on another topic, 
December 17, 1986, by Mr. Cooper, Assistant Attorney General, 
Office of Legal Counsel, and at page 5, note 10—and again I want 
to emphasize this is on a subject matter here as a different law, not 
the Boland Amendment—he states the NSC clearly falls within the 
definition of an intelligence agency given in Section 403(b)l of the 
Intelligence Authorization Act, and then he quotes: “Any depart¬ 
ment, agency or other entity of the United States involved in intel¬ 
ligence or intelligence-related activities.” 

Would you agree with that statement? 

Attorney General Meese. As it pertains to the Intelligence Au¬ 
thorization Act, and that given section, and that definition, which 
is probably the most extensive definition of what is involved in— 
what was concerned with this particular act, I think it is probably 
that the NSC would fall within that, since it is—or at least it could 
be deemed to be—an entity of the United States involved in an in¬ 
telligence-related activity. 

Mr. Nields. Now, was the Department of Justice, to your knowl¬ 
edge, ever asked to give an opinion on whether a covert operation, 
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a full-service covert operation done by the NSC overseas, would 
have to be reported to Congress? 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t recall that there has been such 
a request. I don’t know of any request, and I don’t believe that 
there has been, that information or a legal opinion was requested 
of the Department by the President or anyone. 

Mr. NiELDS. Again referring to this same memorandum and on 
the same page, that’s exhibit 69, page 5, footnote 11, starts off—and 
again this is Mr. Cooper’s memorandum—“Covert intelligence op¬ 
erations are subject to the congressional reporting requirements of 
Section 501 of the National Security Act, whether they are con¬ 
ducted by the CIA, the NSC, or some other agency.’’ 

Would you agree with that statement? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, I think generally I would. 

Mr. Nields. So that if the NSC were running a covert operation, 
even without the involvement of the CIA, there would be a congres¬ 
sional reporting requirement that would apply? 

Attorney General Meese. Well, again, I would have to give you a 
definitive legal opinion, which I would have to be totally knowl¬ 
edgeable about the kind of CIA operation. 

This says covert intelligence operations, and it would depend a 
lot on what all of the circumstances are, how they were being run, 
and under what authorization and so on. 

Mr. Nields. Mr. Attorney General, to your knowledge, is it an of¬ 
fense to make false statements to Congress? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, to the best of my knowledge, it is. 

I think there’s specific statutes that relate to that. 

Mr. Nields. And does that apply to statements whether they are 
under oath or not? 

Attorney General Meese. I believe Section 1001 of U.S. Code 
Title XVIII does pertain to that. Again, I’m not used to giving 
horseback legal opinions without looking at the statutes, so what 
I’m saying here I hope will not be considered legal advice. 

But it’s my recollection that that is correct. 

Mr. Nields. Section 1001 is a section that criminal lawyers in the 
Department of Justice work with fairly frequently, I take it. 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, indeed. 

Mr. Nields. And I take it there is no —it is a felony, I take it. 

Attorney General Meese. I believe it is, yes. 

Mr. Nields. And there’s no exemption for employees or staff at 
the NSC, to your knowledge? 

Attorney General Meese. Not to my knowledge, and I doubt if 
there would be. 

Mr. Nields. Mr. Chairman, I have no further questions. 

Chairman Inouye. Thank you very much. 

The Chair recognizes Mr. Van Cleve. 

Mr. Van Cleve. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I want to make sure that you can hear me, Mr. Attorney Gener- 
al. 

Attorney General Meese. I can indeed. Thank you. 

Mr. Van Cleve. I would like to start off this afternoon if I might 
with the—with an effort to put a few biographical details on the 
record for the benefit of members of the committee. And I would 
ask as I recite a few of these if I say something that is incorrect 
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Mr. Attorney General, if you would just correct me, I will appreci¬ 
ate it. 

My understanding is that you served from 1959 to 1967 as a 
Deputy District Attorney in Alameda County, California, a large 
urban California county. 

At that time, the District Attorney's Office had about 100 attor¬ 
neys and you served as a criminal prosecutor and served, among 
other capacities, you were in charge of special investigations for 
the District Attorney’s Office and served as Legal Adviser to the 
Grand Jury; is that correct? 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct, the latter being true 
for about four of those years, yes. 

Mr. Van Cleve. In addition, you served as the Vice Chairman of 
the California Organized Crime Control Commission from 1977 to 
1980? 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct. 

Mr. Van Cleve. I take it that is a statewide body with statewide 
responsibility? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes. It served under the leadership of 
the State Attorney General. 

Mr. Van Cleve. Finally, I understand that you served as a law 
professor at the University of San Diego Law School from 1977 
through 1981 and among other things you taught criminal law? 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct. 

Mr. Van Cleve. And you were the Director of the Center for 
Criminal Justice Policy and Management during that period as 
well? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, at that law school. 

Mr. Van Cleve. I thought it would be useful for Members of the 
committee to have that background so that they are aware of your 
extensive criminal prosecutive experience before you joined the 
Federal Government in 1981. 

With that background, let me proceed, and the way I am going to 
proceed this afternoon, Mr. Attorney General, is to ask you a few 
brief factual questions about an area that Mr. Nields essentially 
did not really cover in his examination, and that is the Contra 
aspect of our investigation. 

And from there what I would like to do is then to review some of 
the areas that he did cover with you in his examination and to 
Finish up with a few additional legal questions. 

I give you that general outline just to sort of give you a roadmap 
for my questioning. 

During 1984 while you served on the staff of the President at the 
White House, were you involved in any discussions with Mr. 
McFarlane, Colonel North, Director Casey, or NSC officials with re¬ 
spect to compliance with the Boland Amendment? 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t recall any specific discussions 
directly with those individuals. It may be tnat discussions were 
held as a part of National Security Council meetings which I at¬ 
tended or at National Security Planning Group meetings that I at¬ 
tended. 

Mr. Van Cleve. But you have no recollection of any specific dis¬ 
cussions concerning compliance with the Boland Amendment? 

Attorney General Meese. No, sir, I do not. 
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Mr. Van Cleve. I might note that the amendment that we nor¬ 
mally refer to as the Boland Amendment, that is the appropria¬ 
tions rider, was in fact adopted in October 1984 toward the end of 
the time you spent at the White House, if I am not mistaken. 

Did you participate in any discussions during 1984 with respect 
to the question of whether the NSC staff would be covered by the 
Boland Amendment? 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t recall any such discussions, and 
I doubt if I did. 

Mr. Van Cleve. During your tenure as Attorney General, was 
your advice sought either formally or informally concerning the 
question of coverage—the coverage of or compliance with, the 
Boland Amendment prior to October 1986, when it was effectively 
repealed? 

Attorney General Meese. I do not recall any time when my 
advice was sought on this subject or any discussion or conversation 
about it. 

Mr. Van Cleve. Were you aware prior to the disclosures which 
have taken place in these public hearings of any aspect of Colonel 
North’s private Contra resupply project? 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t think I have—that I recall ever 
hearing about it in those terms or about that. I did know while I 
was in the White House that Colonel North was very active in pro¬ 
moting support in a general sense for the Democratic Resistance 
Forces in Nicaragua, but as far as any specifics of a so-called resup¬ 
ply effort or anything like that, I don’t believe that I recall any¬ 
thing of that nature. - 

Mr. Van Cleve. Let me be a little more specific so that the 
record is clear on this. Were you aware that Colonel North may 
have been involved in providing military advice to the Contras? 

Attorney General Meese. I do not recall ever learning of that 
prior to these hearings. 

Mr. Van Cleve. Were you aware that Colonel North may have 
been involved in fundraising activities related to the Contras? 

Attorney General Meese. I don't recall any specific instance in 
which I was aware of it. I think there were articles in the paper 
perhaps that I may have seen about Colonel North or othei*s in the 
White House addressing groups that were supportive of the Nicara¬ 
guan Resistance, but I don’t have any specific recollection at this 
time of a particular article or a particular instance or a pa rticular 
involvement of Colonel North and others. 

Mr. Van Cleve. Were you asked during your service in the 
White House in 1984, or during your tenure as Attorney General, 
for your advice on the legality of the use of private funds to sup¬ 
port the Contras during the pendency of the Boland Amendment? 

Attorney General Meese. I don't remember any such request for 
advice and the reason I say that is there are always people having 
hallway conversations at the White House and it could jiossibly 
have been discussed in my presence, but I don’t have any recollec¬ 
tion of ever being requested for my advice. 

Mr. Van Cleve. Do you recall any request for advice on the sub¬ 
ject of the legality of the use of third country funds for the support 
of the Contras during your tenure in the White House? 
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Attorney General Meese. I don't believe I was ever asked for 
advice on that subject either and it would not be normal for me to 
give any legal advice in any event during the time I was at the 
White House because I was not there in a lawyer capacity—let me 
say in a lawyer capacity. I was there as the counselor to the 
President. 

It was a principal staff position, and I was there in a policy posi¬ 
tion rather than a lawyer position. 

Mr. Van Cleve. I would like to turn now, if I might, to the sub- 

{ ’ect that Mr. Nields began with this morning, and that is your 
tnowledge of the 1985 shipments of arms. 

Mr. Nields asked you, I think my notes reflect, specifically about 
your knowledge of those shipments at the time they occurred, or 
during the period prior to November 1986, and he also asked you 
whether you were consulted with respect to the Finding. 

I wanted to ask you whather or not during your tenure as Attor¬ 
ney General and prior to November 1986, were you ever asked for 
legal advice with respect to those shipments? 

Attorney General Meese. I do not recall ever being either asked 
for advice or notified or given information about those shipments 
prior to November of 1986. 

Mr. Van Cleve. Turning now to the meeting on November 10, 
1986 that you testified about this morning and of which you have 
notes and we have notes by Ambassador Keel, my distinct impres¬ 
sion of those notes is that Admiral Poindexter made a presentation 
at that meeting that sort of recapped the history of the Iran initia¬ 
tive for the benefit of the participants. Is that a fair description of 
what happened? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes. That is my recollection of the 
meeting also. 

Mr. Van Cleve. Based on your recollection, would it be fair to 
say that Admiral Poindexter glossed over the details of the initia¬ 
tive up until that point? That is, if you look at the notes them¬ 
selves, you can see that he introduces the January 1986 Finding 
and only then begins to talk about any of the details of the ship¬ 
ments. 

Attorney General Meese. That is my best recollection, and that 
is what is indicated on the notes that I took on that occasion. 

Mr. Van Cleve. I take it that really in that context on Novem¬ 
ber 10th the basic position that the President was taking was that 
he was still very concerned about the lives of the hostages, still 
thought it was a possibility that discussions with the Iranians could 
continue, and that therefore he did not want there to be any specif¬ 
ic comment about the details of the initiative in any event. 

That was basically the position he wanted to take; is that cor¬ 
rect? 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct. 

Mr. Van Cleve. So that from the point of view of the partici¬ 
pants in the meeting, they really didn't need a detailed blow-by- 
blow as to the precise history of the initiative at that point; is that 
fair? 

Attorney General Meese. I would say I think that is probably 
correct in one sense. On the other hand, there was a considerable 
amount of information given, including the quantities of the mis- 
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silas and so on, but as you point out, it was all presented in the 
context or at least in the way it was narrated as related to or fol¬ 
lowing the 17th of January 1986 Finding. 

Mr. Van Cleve. Turning now, if I might, to the day after the 
President’s press conference, the November 19th press conference, 
this would have been November 20th, you have testified earlier 
today that you attended a meeting in Admiral Poindexter’s office 
to consider a draft of Director Casey’s testimony before the Con¬ 
gress the next day. 

I got the distinct impression from your testimony that you then 
left that meeting in a hurry to get to the airport because you had a 
scheduled speaking engagement. Is that a fair- 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct. I was due to be the 
banquet speaker at the Military Academy at West Point where 
there was a national collegiate gathering of students from a 
number of universities there. 

Mr. Van Cleve. And you testified that although you don’t have a 
distinct recall of this telephone conversation, you believe you did 
receive a phone call from Deputy Attorney General Burns while 
you were in the car on the way to the airport; is that correct? 

Attorney General Meese. I do believe that that occurred, I have 
been told that it did occur, that there was some contact between us. 
Neither Mr. Bums nor I remember it exactly, and I would imagine 
the conversation was fairly vague, particularly if it was over the 
telephone and also because Mr. Burns had no context for the infor¬ 
mation that he was transmitting. 

He knew nothing about the Iranian initiative other than what 
was in the newspaper, he certainly had no knowledge of anything 
that had taken place in terms of weapons shipments, and I suspect 
that what he was passing on to me was in rather simple terms that 
State Department had some problem with the testimony that was 
about to be given the next day based upon the prepared copy of 
Mr. Casey’s testimony that had been distributed to us at the meet¬ 
ing. And I presume State Department had a copy as well. 

Mr. Van Cleve. Am I correct that you have since discussed this 
phone call with Mr. Burns and that he tells you that it is his un¬ 
derstanding that Judge Sofaer had not said anything to him in the 
prior phone conversation about having had notes of the earlier 
transaction, so that the chances are quite good that that informa¬ 
tion was not, in fact, ever transmitted to you at that point? 

Attorney General Meese. I think that is correct, and I believe he 
has told me that Judge Sofaer said the same thing. 

Mr. Van Cleve. That evening you got a phone call from assist¬ 
ant Attorney General Cooper at West Point. I take it that it was 
very difficult to set that phone conversation up because it was a 
secure phone conversation. 

Attorney General Meese. It was difficult to set up because the 
portable secure telephone that we had at that time was highly unre¬ 
liable and it took considerable time for it to be set up. I remember 
leaving the dinner or the reception that followed the dinner on a 
number of occasions pnd when I got there they had lost contact on 
the secure phone and it was finally after two or three tries they 
finally got contact with Washington, D.C. 


V 
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As I mentioned earlier, I think that was around 10:30 or so in 
the evening. 

Mr. Van Cleve. Would you describe Mr. Cooper as having been 
agitated when he reached you finally? 

Attorney General Meese. I would say that Mr. Cooper’s demean¬ 
or or approach was more of concern than agitation per se. 

Mr. Van Cleve. Can you recall whether or not during that con¬ 
versation at any point Mr. Cooper suggested to you that there 
might have been any intentional wrongdoing on the part of any of 
the participants in the November 20th meeting? 

Attorney General Meese. I can’t recall any part of that conversa¬ 
tion where he indicated there was any intentional wrongdoing. It 
was more that a lot of people had different recollections and that 
the situation was pretty well fouled up because of that. 

Mr. Van Cleve. Now, on the morning of November 21st, you re¬ 
turned to Washington early in the morning and you then met with 
your staff at the Justice Department for a perioa of about an hour 
and a half, I think the records show. 

I wanted to ask you, were you shown at that time a copy of Di¬ 
rector Casey’s actual testimony that had been delivered that morn¬ 
ing? 

Attorney General Meese. I am not sure whether I was shown a 
copy. I believe there was a copy or there may have been a copy in 
the possession of Mr. Cooper or others who were there. I don’t spe¬ 
cifically recall that it was shown to me or that I read it. 

Mr. Van Cleve. Mr. Cooper testified, and I ask you, whether you 
are aware of this, that that testimony does not, in fact, mention 
that the United States had been involved in a shipment of HAWK 
missiles in November 1985. 

Were you aware of that, sir? 

Attorney General Meese. I am not sure whether I was aware of 
it or not. I may well have been. My recollection now is that the 
testimony had been—had a statement in it of something that 
there—that there were questions as to the involvement of the 
United States or questions as to the degree of our knowledge of in¬ 
volvement of the U.S. persons as of that time or some words to that 
effect, leaving it as rather an open question in Mr. Casey’s testimo¬ 
ny, but I don r t know the exact substance of that statement. 

Mr. Van Cleve. But I take it there was no affirmative decision 
made of which you are aware that Mr. Casey would not disclose 
that information to the committees before which he testified that 
day. 

Attorney General Meese. Would not disclose- 

Mr. Van Cleve. —the fact of the HAWK shipment to the com¬ 
mittees before which he was testifying that day. There was no af¬ 
firmative^ decision of which you are aware? 

Attorney General Meese. Not that I know of or recall at this 
time, certainly. 

Mr. Van Cleve. Later that day you assembled a team of Justice 
Department employees to assist you in the factfinding investigation 
that the President had commissioned you to conduct and you de¬ 
scribed for the committee briefly the backgrounds of several of 
these individuals. But I want to confirm for the record if this is cor¬ 
rect that Assistant Attorney General Reynolds, as head of the Civil 
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Rights Division, has criminal prosecutive responsibilities, because 
the Civil Rights Division, in fact conducts criminal prosecutions; is 
that correct? 

Attorney General MutSE. That is correct. Let me also say coun¬ 
sel, if I may, we do not consider it a factfinding investigation inas¬ 
much as we were not really going into it to build a case or to inves¬ 
tigate in the depth that that term implies. 

It certainly was an inquiry to find out what the facts were. 

Mr. Van Cleve. I wanted to refer back to your earlier testimony, 
Mr. Attorney General, that you called Admiral Poindexter and you 
asked him to produce every document and all phone logs that relat¬ 
ed to the Iran initiative. 

You made it clear to him, I take it, that you wanted comprehen¬ 
sive information from the National Security Council, everything 
that they had about the Iran initiative; is that correct? 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct. 

Mr. Van Cleve. To your knowledge, did the National Security 
Council staff make available the so-called PROF notes to your staff 
when they came to review documents the next day? These are the 
electronic mail messages that have been so much in the news. 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t know whether they did or not. 
That was a term that I had not known of until actually I think 
when these hearings commenced here. But I don’t know how much 
information and what documents they presented there. 

There was a considerable body of documents that were presented 
because it took our people all morning and on into the early 
evening hours to go through all the material. 

Mr. Van Cleve. Mr. Chairman, I think the record will show that 
Mr. Cooper testified before the committee that with respect to sev¬ 
eral of the key exhibits in his examination, and these are PROF 
notes that show contemporaneous knowledge on the part of certain 
NSC employees such as Colonel North, that he had not seen these 
documents until he was examined earlier in the week and that Ad¬ 
miral Poindexter, for example, had never told him about such 
PROF messages. 

So that the fact is that your staff simply didn’t have this infor¬ 
mation available to them when they undertook this factfinding 
review? 

Attorney General Meese. I believe that may well be correct. As a 
matter of fact, it is my understanding that there were people in the 
NSC that didn’t know those records were available either at the 
time. 

Mr. Van Cleve. I think it is very important for the committee to 
bear in mind that we are in the process now of taking a look back 
in time in a situation where we have considerably better documen¬ 
tary evidence available than was available to any of the partici¬ 
pants, whether they were the NSC staff officials or the officials of 
the Department of Justice, who were actually conducting this fact¬ 
finding inquiry at the time. 

Attorney General Meese. Counsel, I appreciate your mentioning 
that because that certainly is the case. As a matter of fact, it was 
for that reason that I was so tentative in th„ statements that I 
made at the press conference that Mr. Nields referred to earlier. I 
think if you count in the press conference transcript you will find 
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in at least 40 instances I indicated that I said we are looking into 
there or as best we know or I don’t know precisely or something to 
that effect. That whole thing, it was the President’s desire to get 
the facts as quickly as possible, and when we made this discovery, 
it was a matter then of getting that before the American people as 
quickly as possible, knowing that additional investigation would be 
carried on afterwards. 

Mr. Van Cleve. Now, in the course of the weekend, and I take 
this from Friday through Monday, you met with, amo; g others, 
Mr. McFarlane, Colonel North, Director Casey, and Secretary 
Shultz, to discuss their knowledge of the 1985 HAWK shipment 
and related matters. 

And without getting into the question, for the moment, of the— 
their intent with respect to the disclosures that they made to you 
and to your staff, would it be fair to say that you repeatedly ad¬ 
vised these present and former NSC staff officials that the most 
useful thing they could do to serve the President was to make full 
disclosure of the facts? 

Attorney General Meese. I believe that I did in virtually every 
case at the beginning of our discussion, made a statement to that 
effect. 

Mr. Van Cleve. I might note that several of the exhibits that are 
before the committee today, which are contemporaneous notes 
taken by members of your staff, reflect those instructions that you 
made to people that you interviewed. And yet as far as the commit¬ 
tee can tell, and again, without asking you to pass judgment on the 
accuracy of what you were told, there appears to be the distinct 
possibility that full disclosure was not, in fact, made by a number 
of these participants in these events, is that a fair statement? 

Attorney General Meese. Again, I am not in a position to evalu¬ 
ate, but it may appear that way based upon all of the testimony 
that has been heard in these hearings and the other investigative 
activity. 

As I mentioned earlier, there is a far different picture of the situ¬ 
ation today than there was during that weekend in November of 
1986. 

Mr. Van Cleve. I have two specific questions about that, if I 
might Mr. Attorney General. The first is it is my understanding 
that Secretary Shultz told you that the President, to his knowledge, 
was aware of the HAWK shipment at the time it occurred in No¬ 
vember 1985. It is my recollection that he told you or made a state¬ 
ment to you to that effect during your interview with him; is that 
correct? 

Attorney General Meese. Counsel, I would have to check the 
notes of that interview because I don’t recall without that that 
issue coming up. Secretary Shultz saw the President on the 
evening of the 20th, I believe, of November 1986, and discussed 
with him the whole situation at that time. The President said that 
he knew of the shipment that had taken place in November of 1985 
but I am uncertain both from the notes and from my recollection 
whether the President’s knowledge was as of November 1985 or as 
of November the 20th, 1986, when Secretary Shultz talked to him 
about it. 
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Mr. Van Cleve. But if I might Mr. Attorney General, and I ap¬ 
preciate your confusion, the context of that meeting between the 
Secretary and the President was that the Secretary met with the 
President to express concern about the accuracy of congressional 
testimony that dealt with precisely this question and the question 
was, in effect, what knowledge U.S. officials had had of the ship¬ 
ment at that time, and so if I am not mistaken, what the Secretary 
was relating to you on the morning of November 22d was that the 
President had told him that he was, in fact, aware in November 
1985 that there was going to be a HAWK shipment. 

Would that be a fair conclusion to draw from the context? 

Attorney General Meese. That is possible, but I am just not abso¬ 
lutely positive either from my reaction or from the notes. 

Mr. Van Cleve. I believe earlier today you were asked another 
question about your meeting with Secretary Shultz, and that was 
whether or not the subject of the involvement of Southern Air 
Transport had been raised at the meeting with Secretary Shultz, 
and my recollection is you said that you did not recall that subject 
having come up. 

Am I correct about that? 

Attorney General Meese. That was my recollection, yes. And I 
am looking through the notes and I don’t see any—any particular 
reference to that. 

Mr. Van Cleve. I might just note for the record here that the 
committee has previously released the deposition of Judge Sofaer, 
the State Department legal adviser, which was taken June 18, 
1987, and at page 68 orthat deposition, Judge Sofaer makes the fol¬ 
lowing statement in response to a question. 

The question is on the general subject of the diversion and the 
question is, “and did that lead you to conclude that there was prob¬ 
ably a surplus of funds that had been generated in this transac¬ 
tion?” 

Answer, “I didn’t conclude anything, but it led me to mention to 
the Secretary on Saturday the 22d at the end of the meeting with 
him after he had spoken to the Attorney General that I was very 
concerned about the possibility that there was a surplus of funds 
and that I had no idea how it was used but that I was also con¬ 
cerned about the presence of Southern Air Transport in the pic¬ 
ture.” 

Then Judge Sofaer makes it clear, on page 69, that he was not 
present at your meeting and that this discussion occurred after you 
had left. So I think that probably reinforces your recollection on 
that subject. 

Chairman Inouye. Mr. Van Cleve, may I interrupt? The House is 
presently on a roll call. This will explain the absence of House 
. members. 

Please proceed. 

Mr. Van Cleve. Mr. Attorney General, I apologize for the delay 
while I am shuffling paper here. I want to ask some, very specific 
questions now about the relationship between your prior legal 
advice, that is, the advice you gave with respect to the January, 
1986 Finding, and the activities of the weekend of November 21st 

to the 24th, 1986. The first question is this—you testified earlier 

/ -- 
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that you weren’t informed prior to November 1986 with respect to 
these 1985 arms shipments; is that correct? 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct. 

Mr. Van Cleve. And it, therefore, follows that you never ex¬ 
pressed an opinion as to the legality of those transactions prior to 
November 25, 1986; correct? 

Attorney General Meese. That is my recollection, yes. 

Mr. Van Cleve. And the oral legal opinion that you did render 
in January, 1986 was directed to and solely confined to certain as¬ 
pects of the 1986 arms shipments; correct? 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct to the prospective arms 
transfers, which were discussed at the meeting on the 7th of Janu¬ 
ary as part of the total Iranian initiative, yes. 

Mr. Van Cleve. And after you became Attorney General, if I un¬ 
derstood your earlier testimony correctly, you never were asked to 
and you never gave legal advice to anyone in the administration on 
the legality of using excess proceeds from the sales of U.S. arms for 
any purpose on or before November 25, 1986; correct? 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct. As a matter of fact, I 
didn't know of any such thing or of any contemplation of any such 
thing and had I been asked for my opinion, I would have advised 
strongly against it. 

Mr. Van Cleve. In short, during the weekend of November 21 
through 24, 1986, during your factfinding inquiry, in other words, 
you weren’t asked to assemble facts concerning which you had 
given prior legal advice, were you? 

Attorney General Meese. I was asked to .assemble facts as to the 
Iranian initiative about which I had given legal advice in January 
of 1986. 

Mr. Van Cleve. But if I, so the record'is clear, the principal fac¬ 
tual uncertainties that you were asked to take a look at really 
dealt with the 1985 period, isn’t that correct? That was where peo¬ 
ple’s memories were haziest, that’s where the documents were the 
least clear? 

Attorney General Meese. My understanding was that the factual 
overview had to do with the entire Iranian initiative, but you are 
correct in the sense that the memories seemed to be least clear as 
to what had happened in 1985 about which we had very little 
knowledge up until I commenced the inquiry over that weekend. 

Mr. Van Cleve. There have been some suggestions, and I want 
to personally disassociate myself from these suggestions, that po¬ 
tential for conflict of interest in your factfinding existed because of 
your close personal relationship with the President. And I have a 
series of questions for you about that. 

The first question is: is it the case that there were a very limited 
number of people in the Government at the time that your inquiry 
took place who could have conducted the investigation, given the 
fact that there was still concern about the lives of the hostages and 
a continuing relationship with the second channel in Iran? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, I think that is true. It would obvi¬ 
ously fall to one of the people who were already knowledgeable 
about the general picture or had some knowledge, of that situation. 
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Mr. Van Cleve. And is it also the case that it is a traditional 
function of the Attorney General serving as the attorney for the 
President to conduct this kind of factfinding review? 

Attorney General Meese. Well, I am not sure that this particular 
type of factfinding review has been engaged in before on a topic 
similar to this, but certainly these types of reviews in the past, 
there have been plenty of precedent for that. 

Mr. Van Cleve. And further, I think it is important to be aware 
that the Independent Counsel statute, which I gather will probably 
be a subject of discussion later on in the course of your testimony, 
and which might be thought of as a political conflict of interest 
statute of sorts, specifically recognizes the key role of the Attorney 
General in finding basic facts even in cases where there is, accord¬ 
ing to the statute, a clear potential for conflict. 

Is that a fair description of the statute? 

Attorney General Meese. Well, the Independent Counsel statute 
is a statute which provides an opportunity for a separate investiga¬ 
tion where there is certain legal and factual predicates achieved, so 
that, in effect, the top officials in the government are not investi¬ 
gating themselves. 

Mr. Van Cleve. But even in cases where the factual and legal 
predicates clearly exist, the statute specifically requires that the 
Attorney General be involved in conducting the basic inquiry that 
leads to the appointment, isn’t that correct? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes. I misunderstood your question. 
Yes, that is correct. 

Mr. Van Cleve. And if it is the case, the statute mandates that 
type of role for the Attorney General even in cases where Congress 
has, in effect, said we regard this as a conflict of interest situation, 
then it seems to me to follow that in a situation such as the one 
that you faced in November 1986, you would have been well within 
the purview of the provisions of that kind of a notion of conflict of 
interest in undertaking the inquiry which you undertook. 

Would you agree with that? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, counsel, I think I do, if I under¬ 
stand your question correctly. 

Let me say this, that it was clear to me from the outset on the 
25th of November 1986 that if there was to be a criminal—if there 
was a basis for further criminal investigation, it was highly likely, 
highly probable that an Independent Counsel would be needed be¬ 
cause of the closeness of this situation within the White House 
itself, the National Security staff and so on, and I discussed that 
with some of my senior colleagues in the Department of Justice at 
the time that that was the case. 

Had it been different, had, for example, it been otherwise that it 
was probable that we would retain that case in the Justice Depart¬ 
ment, there would be a Justice Department investigation ongoing 
as opposed to an Independent Counsel investigation, then I would 
undoubtedly have recused myself ultimately from the Justice De¬ 
partment investigation not because of any conflict of interest, but 
because I was, in fact, a fact witness to some of the events that 
took place. 
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Mr. Van Cleve. I wanted to return, if I might, briefly to a sub¬ 
ject about which you testified very briefly earlier, and that is ex¬ 
hibit 63. Would you please turn to that? 

Attorney General Meese. I have it. 

Mr. Van Cleve. This is a draft memorandum which doesn’t have 
a date and which is identified as to authorship only by initials, but 
I take it these were the initials of a couple of Justice Department 
employees. 

The first question I wanted to ask you is: had you ever seen this 
document before it was sent to you yesterday? 

Attorney General Meese. No, sir, I did not. 

Mr. Van Cleve. And have you had an opportunity to review it at 
all? 

Attorney General Meese. I have glanced at it, I have not had a 
chance to study it carefully. 

Mr. Van Cleve. I take it, then, it would be fair to say that the 
contents of the document don’t reflect your opinions. 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t know whether they do or not 
since I haven’t had a chance to study it, but there is no reason to 
believe that they do or don’t really. 

Mr. Van Cleve. I understand. I had a couple of additional factu¬ 
al questions that concern the investigation of Southern Air Trans¬ 
port. Now, your opening statement referred to the circumstances 
under which Admiral Poindexter contacted you and asked for a 
delay in the pending investigation of Southern Air Transport, and I 
had some specific questions about your conversations with Admiral 
Poindexter on that subject. And the first one was: did Admiral 
Poindexter ever tell you during those conversations that Southern 
Air Transport, to his knowledge, was involved in the Contra resup¬ 
ply operation in some fashion? 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t believe that that was discussed 
at all in his conversation with me. His conversation with me was 
more to determine whether there could be a brief delay in the 
visits of FBI agents, as I recall, to Southern Air Transport’s head¬ 
quarters or one of their offices, because my impression was that 
the people involved who were to be interviewed or were to produce 
records, whatever it was entailed, were needed because of a critical 
aspect of the Iranian initiative, and that—this occurred before any 
of this had been made public, and this was the only aspect that I 
knew of, and it was on that basis that I said that, as I mentioned in 
my opening statement, that we could not do anything to impede or 
interfere with the investigation, but that if a temporary delay in 
that particular phase, where I believe he wanted 10 days, could be 
undertaken to the satisfaction of the FBI without in any way weak¬ 
ening or damaging their investigation, that that would be agree¬ 
able to me. 

So that is why I did commence through the usual channels the 
inquiries to the FBI, and I think perhaps the best way to give the 
full picture is to make reference to the memorandum that was 
made at the time by William Webster, the Director of the FBI, and 
I believe you have that as an exhibit. 

That memorandum, dated the 31st of October, 1986, to Mr. Clark, 
who is the head of Investigations, Criminal Investigations in the 
FBI, says regarding Southern Air Transport, “This confirms my 
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telephone conversation with you late yesterday afternoon. Associ¬ 
ate Attorney General Stephen Trott called on the secure line at the 
request of the Attorney General to ask that we suspend for 10 days 
any non-urgent work in the Southern Air Transport Neutrality Act 
investigation. Apparently there is some sensitive hostage negotia¬ 
tions now underway that could possibly be prejudiced. He empha¬ 
sized that the Attorney General did not want to do anything which 
would wreck the investigation but simply to present a good climate 
for the negotiations to the extent possible. You informed me we 
were just at the preliminary stages and this should present no diffi¬ 
culty. And I would like to know*—he goes on to say, “I would like 
to Icnow if these instructions create problems for us at any time." 

I think that probably memorializes best the general tenor of the 
conversation which I transmitted through Mr. Trott and the action 
that was taken, and, of course, the full aspect of the investigations 
was resumed very shortly thereafter. 

Mr. Van Cleve. I have just a couple additional questions on that 
line. The first is: did Admiral Poindexter ever tell you that Colonel 
North had had dealings with Southern Air Transport through 
either General Secord or Colonel Dutton? 

Attorney General Meese. No, he did not. 

Mr. Van Cleve. And as of October 1986 did you personally have 
any reason to know that White House officials were in one form or 
another connected with Southern Air Transport? 

Attorney General Meese. Connected in a- 

Mr. Van Cleve. In the sense they were engaged in the type of 
operation which has since been testified to, using Southern Air for 
part of the services? 

Attorney General Meese. No, sir, I do not believe that I knew 
anything about that at any time prior to November, prior to the 
inquiries later on in November. 

Mr. Van Cleve. Mr. Attorney General, I would now like to turn 
to a different subject, and these questions refer to exhibit 69, which 
is a legal opinion by the Office of Legal Counsel, the Department of 
Justice, dated December 17 and entitled “Memorandum for the At¬ 
torney General, Re: Legal Authority for Recent Covert Arms 
Transfers to Iran." 

I take it that this memorandum was written after the basic fac¬ 
tual structure of the 1985 arms transfers was known, that is, al¬ 
though the committee has certainly heard quite a bit of additional 
testimony as to the details, the oasic outlines, factual outlines, 
were available when the memorandum was written. 

Is that correct? 

Attorney General Meese. I believe that essentially much of the 
information was available at that time as to the general series of 
events that had transpired, based upon the different revelations by 
Colonel North to us, Mr. McFarlane, and by the things that had 
been included in the congressional briefings and testimony, yes. 

Mr. Van Cleve. I probably should ask you that question in a dif¬ 
ferent and somewhat more specific way. 

Has Mr. Cooper, the author of the memorandum, notified you of 
any facts which have come to his attention in the last few months 
which would require him to modify his conclusions? 

Attorney General Meese. No, I do not believe that he has. 
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Mr. Van Cleve. And turning to the last page of this memoran¬ 
dum, which is the conclusion section, this is an analysis—I might 
mention, for the benefit of the Members—of both the 1985 and 
1986 arms transfers that occurred, and the department concludes or 
Mr. Cooper concludes, “For the foregoing reasons we conclude that 
a covert intelligence or intelligence-related operation authorized by 
the President and conducted by members of the NSC staff and/or 
the CIA could lawfully have included the sale of arms to Iran. Such 
an operation would have been carried out pursuant to Presidential 
powers recognized in Sections 101 and 102 of the National Security 
Act. An oral authorization by the President would have sufficed to 
allow CIA participation under the Hughes-Ryan amendment. The 
use of Israel’s American-supplied weapons under an arrangement 
by which Israeli stocks were later replenished appears not to have 
violated conditions under which American weapons are supplied to 
Israel.” 

I want to ask you, Mr. Attorney General, do you agree with those 
conclusions? Is that the position of the Department of Justice at 
this time? 

Attorney General Meese. This is a memorandum to me that was 
based upon certain assumptions that are contained in the opening 
statement here. 

I think we—I’m somewhat guided by the fact that says because 
the exact details of the transfers have apparently not completely 
transpired, this memorandum will provide a general framework for 
analysis with reference omy to the basic facts that have already 
emerged. 

So I don’t think we can consider this memorandum a definitive 
opinion on whether specific transactions, whether in '85 or ’86, 
were in fact legal. But it gives a general framework for examining 
those transactions, rather than a specific conclusion. 

Mr. Van Cleve. And with that qualification, would you agree 
with the basic reasoning and conclusions of the memorandum? 

Attorney General Meese. I would agree with the basic conclusion 
as stated and with that caveat, yes. 

Mr. Van Cleve. Mr. Attorney General, thank you very much. 

Mr. Chairman, I have no further questions. 

Chairman Hamilton. Thank you, counsel. 

Chairman Inouye. The hearing will stand in recess for 10 min¬ 
utes. 

[Recess] 

Chairman Inouye. The hearing will please come to order. 

I am pleased to recognize Chairman Rodino. 

Mr. Rodino. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Attorney General. Attorney General, you have had a long¬ 
standing relationship with former Director Casey, had you not? 

Attorney General Meese. I had known Mr. Casey since 1980, 
January of 1980, yes. 

Mr. Rodino. I would note, Mr. Attorney General, that you are 
quoted in the July 14, 1980 edition of the Washington Star as 
saying, “I discovered Casey. He is a rare brand of Irish humor, ex¬ 
perience, and sagacity.” 

Do you consider him also a personal friend? Was he a personal 
friend? 
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Attorney General Meese. Yes, he was. 

Mr. Rodino. Your calendar logs reflect numerous calls and meet¬ 
ings with Mr. Casey over the years, some at his home. 

For example, is it fair to say that your professional and social re¬ 
lationship brought you into frequent contact with Director Casey? 

Attorney General Meese. I would say relatively frequent, yes. 

Mr. Rodino. The testimony that we have had before the Select 
Committees has indicated, Mr. Attorney General, that Mr. Casey 
was aware of the 1985 HAWK shipment roughly contemporaneous¬ 
ly, Mr. Casey knew of the diversion before the fact and may even 
have suggested it. Mr. Casey was shown a diversion memorandum 
drafted by Colonel North for Presidential approval as early as Feb¬ 
ruary 1986. Mr. Casey also spoke to Colonel North several times a 
week, according to the testimony. 

Mr. Casey had specific and detailed knowledge of Contra resup¬ 
ply operations, and Mr. Casey, according to the testimony, told 
Colonel North that someone senior to him would have to take the 
hit. 

Now, leaving aside, Mr. Attorney General, your numerous con¬ 
tacts with Mr. Casey throughout 1986, you spoke to him, met with 
him repeatedly during the period November 20 to November 25, 
through that period, 1986, and I would like to recite: Thursday, No¬ 
vember 20, phone call and meeting with others of at least 1 and V 2 
hours; Friday, November 21, a phone call after your interview of 
Mr. McFarlane; Saturday, November 22, a morning phone call, an 
afternoon phone call, and a one-hour meeting at Mr. Casey’s home. 

The afternoon call from Mr. Casey came just 6 minutes after 
Colonel North called you. That day, I would note, the diversion 
memo was discovered at the White House. Then again on Monday, 
November 24, a meeting with Casey and others. 

Tuesday, November 25, a 6:30 a.m. phone call and subsequent 
meeting at Casey’s home. 

Now, Mr. Attorney General, is it your testimony that Director 
Casey, a friend and colleague of some years and of some conse¬ 
quence did not share with you any of his extensive knowledge 
about the 1985 arms sales, the diversion to the Contras, Colonel 
North’s activities at any time throughout the 1986 until he talked 
with you the morning of November 25, when he told you Mr. 
Regan told him of the diversion? 

Attorney General Meese. That was the first time that he told me 
of any matter pertaining to the diversion of funds that we have 
been discussing here, yes, sir. 

Mr. Rodino. I have got to conclude from that, Mr. Attorney Gen¬ 
eral, that you are saying that Director Casey knowingly withheld 
vital information from you and your inquiry knowing that you on 
November 25 already had started your inquiry? 

Attorney General Meese. Mr. Rodino, I have no basis on which 
to conclude that. Throughout his life and my knowledge of Bill 
Casey from 1980 to 1987 when he passed away, I always knew Bill 
Casey to be an honorable man, and I have no information personal¬ 
ly that anything he told me was other than the truth. 

Mr. Rodino. But I recited to you a set of facts which have been 
testified to which Director Casey knew of. My question to you is: 
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did he then knowingly withhold this information from you at a 
time when he knew you were conducting your inquiry? 

Attorney General Meese. Well, you are talking aoout facts that 
have been related to you by other people. Bill Casey has never been 
before this group to defend himself, so I can’t make a judgment on 
what he withheld or didn't withhold. I only know what he did tell 
me. 

Mr. Rodino. OK. 

Let’s go on, Mr. Attorney General. 

Just hours before visiting CIA Director Casey at his home on No¬ 
vember 22, 1986, you had learned of the diversion memorandum 
found in Colonel North’s White House office which said $12 million 
from the Iran arms sales would be sent to the Contras. Casey told 
you at that time that the Iranian intermediaries were still owed 
$10 million they had advanced on arm sales and were threatening 
to expose the administration’s secret arms deals with Iran and pos¬ 
sible funding of other projects. 

And according to Secretary Shultz's testimony and notes of his 
various meetings, he told you that day that he believed there was 
an overlap between the Iran sales and the Contras. 

I have got—ask in view of that fact, Mr. Attorney General, how 
it was possible for you, in view of the information you had already, 
knowing that you were conducting an inquiry, how you could fail 
to ask Director Casey a question concerning that very problem of 
Iran funding? 

Attorney General Meese. Well, first of all, Mr. Rodino, your facts 
are not correct. I had no information from Secretary Shultz at all 
about any concern or knowledge that he had of any overlap be¬ 
tween the Iranian initiative and the Contra funding. That was not 
in any way discussed that I can recall at the meeting that I had 
with Secretary Shultz that morning, and indeed, to the best of my 
knowledge, that was never discussed with Secretary Shultz prior to 
the discussions we had in the President’s office on Tuesday, the 
25th of November. 

Furthermore, I had heard of the memorandum that you describe. 
I had not seen the memorandum and did not know the details. As a 
matter of fact, I didn’t see that memorandum until the following 
morning, and as I previously testified, I believe in answer to ques¬ 
tions by Mr. Nields, I had deliberately not talked to Mr. Casey 
about that until such time as I would have the opportunity to read 
the memorandum and talk to Colonel North and know what the 
whole situation was about. 

Mr. Rodino. The question that I have to ask again Mr. Attorney 
General, and I ask it of myself as I ask it of you, is how would it 
have been possible for you not to have asked Director Casey, after 
having had some knowledge of these matters, when you knew that 
you were responsible for conducting a factfinding inquiry? 

Attorney General Meese. Mr. Rodino, as I indicated earlier, both 
in response to you and to Mr. Nields, I first wanted to find out 
what this whole Iranian-Contra link, if there was one, was all 
about. All I had received at that time was verbal information that 
there was such a memorandum. I had not had the opportunity to 
see the memorandum, 1 knew nothing of the details, and had 
known that the person that seemed to know the most about it 
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would be Colonel North, and, therefore, I made the conscious deci¬ 
sion not to talk to Mr. Casey or anyone else about it until we had 
found the facts from Colonel North. Obviously, had there been any 
indication that Mr. Casey knew of it, or maybe just to determine 
whether he knew about it, I would have questioned him further 
about it after finding out the facts from Colonel North and after 
seeing the document. 

In fact, the events of Monday eclipsed that because it was Mr. 
Casey himself who told me on Tuesday morning that he had known - 
nothing about it. 

Mr. Rodino. Mr. Attorney General, you have talked about the 
factfinding process, and you have repeatedly referred to it as such 
and not as an investigation. You have also said in public state¬ 
ments that you were conducting the inquiry as a Presidential advi¬ 
ser and not the chief law enforcement officer of the country. 

In your deposition, you said you were acting as the legal adviser 
to the President and when Colonel North testified before this com¬ 
mittee, he stated that you were conducting your inquiry in some 
cases he characterized it as a friend of the President and as a confi¬ 
dant and adviser to the President. Admiral Poindexter described 
you as wearing two hats. 

My question to you is: did you tell Colonel North or Admiral 
Poindexter that you were acting merely in the capacity as a friend 
of the President? 

Attorney General Meese. No, sir, I never used that characteriza¬ 
tion. I told them the same thing as I have told this committee, and 
I told each the person with whom I dealt and that was that the 
President had asked me to conduct a brief review or a quick review 
to provide an overview of the facts surrounding the Iranian initia¬ 
tive. 

Mr. Rodino. Mr. Attorney General, you keep talking about a 
quick review, and I am puzzled—knowing the enormity of the prob¬ 
lem that you had to deal with, weren’t you, weren't there some sig¬ 
nals being sent to you that this was going to necessitate more than 
a quick review? 

Attorney General Meese. Well, Mr. Rodino, as I mentioned, I was 
asked if I could pull together the facts in time for a meeting on 
Monday, the 24th of November, and I was requested to do this ap¬ 
proximately at noon on Friday, the 21st of November, so that was a 
very brief period of time, approximately 72 hours, and that is why I 
have characterized it as what it was. I was not meant—that is why 
I have been careful not to use the word “investigation.” It was not 
an in-depth investigation as you would do if you were developing a 
case for litigation or something like that, but it was an overview to 
try to find out what the facts were and to present that to the Presi¬ 
dent. 

Mr. Rodino. Mr. Attorney General, in response to press ques¬ 
tions at your November 25, 1986 press conference, you said, “I will 
say this. I think every member of the administration owes it to the 
President to stand shoulder to shoulder with him and support the 
policies that he has, the policy decisions he has made, as well as to 
stand by him when something has happened which the President 
didn’t know.” 
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My question to you, Mr. Attorney General, were you suggesting, 
knowing that you were going to be an independent impartial en¬ 
forcer of the law, an investigator, if you will, how could you stand 
shoulder to shoulder, ask anyone to stand shoulder to shoulder 
with anyone in support of the President’s policies? 

Attorney General Meese. Mr. Rodino, I think I would have to 
find out the context in which that question was asked and what 
the question was that I was answering, and I am looking now. Do 
you have a citation as to where that appears in the press confer¬ 
ence? 

Mr. Rodino. It is at your press conference of November 25th. 

Attorney General Meese. I know the date, and I know the place. 
I am just wondering where in the press conference it is. I think we 
referred to that as exhibit—perhaps Mr. Nields could be of assist¬ 
ance here in identifying the exhibit and the spot. 

Mr. Rodino. Well, we will move on to that. 

Attorney General Meese. Let me say, because I think it is impor¬ 
tant, what was the question that that was responding to, Mr. 
Rodino? 

Mr. Rodino. The question is your statement that you make about 
standing shoulder to shoulder with him, meaning the President 
and supporting the policies that he has, and my question is that 
how can you be an independent enforcer of the law and suggest to 
those whom you might be then investigating that they should 
stand shoulder to shoulder with the President and tell a witness to 
do so? 

Attorney General Meese. I was never talking to any witness in 
that press conference. I was talking to members of the press, and I 
believe the question had to do with what members of the Cabinet 
should do in regard to the President’s policies, it had nothing to do 
with witnesses or law enforcement. It was a totally different ques¬ 
tion. That is why I am trying to find the context. 

Mr. Rodino. You were going to be interviewing or at least even 
though it was a factfinding inquiry, you were going to be interview¬ 
ing Cabinet members as well? 

Attorney General Meese. Mr. Rodino, this was after that fact¬ 
finding weekend was over. This was the news conference on Tues¬ 
day, the 25th, and I had already done the factfinding which re¬ 
vealed this possible diversion of money to the Contras. 

Mr. Rodino. Your investigation was not complete at that time, 
was it, Mr. Meese? 

Attorney General Meese. The inquiry was pretty much over be¬ 
cause we had found this rather astounding piece of information 
and that would then be the basis for a criminal investigation, 
among other things, which would be taken on by others. But at the 
time that I was talking in the abstract to the press, it had nothing 
to do with law enforcement, criminal investigation, or talking to 
witnesses; it was, I believe, an abstract question that somebody nad 
asked me in regard to the role of Cabinet members vis-a-vis the 
policies of the President. 

Mr. Rodino. Well, I am still puzzled, because it would suggest to 
me that this was almost like a signal being sent to people who 
would later on be interviewed at a later date by the Criminal Divi¬ 
sion. * 
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Attorney General Meese. In no way was it a signal to anyone 
who was going to be interviewed by the Criminal Division. 

Mr. Rodino. It could be construed as such? 

Attorney General Meese. Not to anyone who understood what I 
was saying. And I might say also that this was an abstract question 
related I think to something relating to Cabinet members and how 
they should follow or oppose the policies of the President, and I be¬ 
lieve my statement was that a person, in essence, should follow the 
policy of the President or if they couldn’t, then they should resign 
from the administration, and I feel that today as far as Cabinet 
members are concerned. It had to do with policy matters and noth¬ 
ing to do with law enforcement or criminal matters. 

Mr. Rodino. Can you tell the committee why you took no notes 
during your interview of Admiral Poindexter and your discussions 
with Vice President Bush, Secretary Weinberger, and CIA Director 
Casey? You were conducting an inquiry for the President. I think it 
was important for you to take notes. 

Attorney General Meese. Well, at the time that I talked with 
each of them, it was a very brief discussion. I recall the details of 
the conversation, it was so brief and in most cases it was just a 
casual conversation, certainly with Director Casey it was not any 
part of the inquiry as such, but was rather a casual conversation. 

I did on those matters where there were what you might call 
formal or informal interviews of detailed conversation that took 
more than a few minutes, then we had someone taking notes. 

Mr. Rodino. But during that period from when you were delegat¬ 
ed or designated to conduct that factfinding inquiry, weren’t all of 
your interviews important and essential, and wouldn't notes estab¬ 
lish afterwards for you a basis for whatever you would find? 

Attorney General Meese. I did, Mr. Rodino I obviously took notes 
of those things which were long and complicated. It was our plan 
actually, to develop an outline of the facts. And as I say, this was 
kind of eclipsed by the discovery that we made that put the whole 
thing into a different mode. 

Mr. Rodino. Mr. Attorney General, we have talked a bit and you 
have testified this morning about why you didn't use the Criminal 
Division, and you do know that there have been news accounts, 
people have stated—former high-ranking Justice Department offi¬ 
cials, both of this administration and previous administrations, 
have criticized the political team you have put together to conduct 
the inquiry and your failure to use any career attorneys in the 
Criminal Division. 

They have pointed out that if you had used experienced career 
investigators, they would be more sensitive to the situation, to the 
fact that you were conducting at a later date a very, very impor¬ 
tant investigation which might be considered as being handled po¬ 
litically instead. 

Didn’t you think it was necessary for you to conduct the inquiry 
with a team of career employees, rather than the political allies 
you designated? 

Attorney General Meese. I didn’t have political allies Mr. 
Rodino; I had competent people who were the most experienced 
people on this subject matter in the Department of Justice. 
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At no time I think was there contemplation by anyone that there 
was any reason to bring in the Criminal Division, and so the people 
that I brought were those who were the most experienced on the 
issues that were being looked into, namely, the national security 
issues. 

As I mentioned earlier, I brought in Mr. Cooper, the head of— 
who is not any more political in his appointment than is the head 
of the Criminal Division. They are both appointed by the President 
and confirmed by the Senate. 

Mr. Cooper was the head of the division of the Department of 
Justice that has the specific responsibility for dealing with the 
issues about which we were finding the facts, namely, national se¬ 
curity issues. 

I brought in Mr. Reynolds, who likewise is an appointee of the 
President, confirmed by the Senate, who was knowledgeable not 
only as a long-time expert trial lawyer who was considerably expe¬ 
rienced in complex litigation and would have the personal skills to 
participate in this kind of a factfinding inquiry, but also had done 
a number of projects for me in the national security area in which 
he had looked into the relationship between the various working 
groups that are a part of the national security process. So his back¬ 
ground knowledge was, of course, important. 

I also brought into it Mr. Richardson, who was a trusted member 
of the Department of Justice in matters relating to foreign intelli¬ 
gence and who had had that background. 

So actually what I did, Mr. Rodino, was to pull together the 
people who had the most knowledge about this subject or who had 
the best experience in the Department of Justice to participate in 
this factfinding inquiry. 

Mr. Rodino. However, I might point out, and I’m sure you are 
aware, that there have been law enforcement officials in your own 
department who have stated to the committee that the evidence 
appropriately called for bringing the Criminal Division in earlier 
and as a result, I suppose, now this criticism of your having 
brought in a political team. 

On reflection, do you think you might have done otherwise? 

Attorney General Meese. I don't know of any member of my de¬ 
partment who has made that criticism. 

If you have any knowledge of that, I would like to see the deposi¬ 
tion and find out who it is who has made a statement. Is there 
such a person? 

Mr. Rodino. We will go on and I can assure you that we have 
that testimony. 

Attorney General Meese. I think I'm entitled to see who it is and 
what the basis is for their knowledge and experience in this 
matter, because no one that I know of who has looked at this situa¬ 
tion has made that criticism. 

Quite the contrary, Director Webster, then director of the FBI, 
concurred in my judgments as to how this should be handled. And 
subsequent to that, the leadership of the FBI, the top leadership, 
said that to a person the FBI leadership felt that I had made no 
mistakes and had made no errors in the way that I conducted that 
investigation. 
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So if you have contrary information Mr. Rodino, I would certain¬ 
ly like to see it. 

Mr. Rodino. Well, we will show it to you. 

Attorney General Meese. I would like to see it and, if there is no 
such information, I would like that statement retracted, because 
there has been a lot of criticism that has been attributed to anony¬ 
mous sources in the news media. 

Quite frankly, I think that on that weekend the team that I put 
together did a pretty fine job. It is as a result of their efforts that 
this whole matter was discovered, was made available to the Con¬ 
gress and made available to the American people, and it is as a 
result of their efforts that this whole series of hearings has been 
available to be conducted. 

Mr. Rodino. Mr. Attorney General, let me read you a portion of 
Mr. Weld’s deposition. 

“You stated that you expressed your feelings rather strongly. 
Can you give us a sense of what you said? 

“My exact words, as best I can recall, were I’m not sure it makes 
very much sense for the Criminal Division and the FBI not to be 
involved in this.” 

Attorney General Meese. Could I see the deposition? Is there a 
copy of that available? 

Mr. Cheney. Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Inouye. Mr. Cheney. 

Mr. Cheney. I would like to ask that copies of this be made avail¬ 
able to everybody. I don’t believe we have a copy. 

—Mr^RoDiNQ^^Fhis-is a tlepositiorr of- M r. Will iam-Weld and-the 
deposition was taken on July 16, 1987, and I am going to move, Mr. 
Chairman, that the deposition of Mr. William Weld taken July 16, 
1987,-be marked as an exhibit and included on the record. 

Mr. Cheney. Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Inouye. Mr. Cheney. 

Mr. Cheney. I would object to that request until the members 
have a copy of the deposition. 

Chairman Inouye. I can assure the Ranking Member that before 
the matter is placed into the record, it will have to be cleared and 
approved by the leadership. 

Mr. Cheney. Mr. Chairman, perhaps the gentleman, Mr. Rodino, 
would withhold his request until we have an opportunity to see the 
deposition and then he can make that unanimous consent request 
later today. 

Chairman Inouye. I believe your suggestion is a valid one. 

May I suggest that copies be made immediately. 

Mr. Cheney. Thank you. 

Mr. Rodino. Mr. Chairman, we will move on and I will defer my 
motion until later, but- 

Attorney General Meese. I would like to answer the question 
though Mr. Rodino, because I have now looked at this, and this has 
to do with a meeting that was held on Friday, November 21st, at 
8:30, where I was not present. But I have since talked to Mr. Weld 
about this statement because he asked to see me and to explain 
what he was trying to tell the committee, and he said that he was 
not talking about the inquiry which I was going to conduct later 
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because he didn’t even know about it at that time, nor, as a matter 
of fact, did I at that hour of the day on the 21st. 

It wasn't until that noontime, sometime after that meeting that 
the President asked me to conduct that inquiry. And what he was 
talking about was a totally different investigation, the so-called 
Evans investigation out of New York, which was a separate Irani¬ 
an arms smuggling investigation in which the Criminal 'Division 
was very much involved. 

So it really has nothing to do with the investigation you are talk¬ 
ing about that I conducted, or the inquiry. 

Mr. Cohen. I could just ask you to yield for just a minute. 

Mr. Rodino. I yield to the gentleman 

Mr. Cohen. May I just inquire as to whether or not that meeting 
on November 21st at which the Assistant Attorney, General had 
the meeting—you were not present. 

Attorney General Meese. I was not present. 

Mr. Cohen. There was a discussion that took place about the 
need for his recommendation was to have the Criminal Division 
handle that, and then on the following Monday I believe you had a 
conversation with what is his name—Mr. Weld in which you ad¬ 
vised him as to why it was not inadvertent that the Criminal Divi¬ 
sion was not involved; is that correct? 

Attorney General Meese. I think we are talking about two differ¬ 
ent things. 

My understanding is-that on Friday Mr. Weld was referring to 
the aspects of the Evans investigation and, as a matter of fact, I’m 
sure Jie-was not referring to the factfinding inquiry that I was in¬ 
volved in, because on the 22d of November his own Criminal Divi¬ 
sion had come up with a memorandum saying that there were no 
criminal offenses involved in the Iranian situation as they under¬ 
stood it and so there would be no basis for the Criminal Division to 
be involved. 

Mr. Cohen. The only problem was that during the period from 
Friday through Monday there was a discussion about diversion 
which you immediately recognized as being a serious, potentially 
explosive problem, which was never conveyed to him at all. 

Attorney General Meese. It was indeed. It was conveyed to him. 

Mr. Cohen. On Monday? 

Attorney General Meese. It was conveyed to him. I’m not sure 
whether it was on Monday or Tuesday when we had finished, but 
certainly Mr. Weld was brought into it as soon as there appeared 
to be a possibility of a criminal offense, which I believe was on 
Tuesday, the 25th. 

On Monday, the 24th, I had asked Mr. Cooper, based on the facts 
that we knew, to see if there was any possible criminal law viola¬ 
tion. Mr. Cooper reported to me he thought there was enough that 
we could at least bring in the Criminal Division, and on Tuesday, 
the 25th, Mr. Weld was asked to look to see whether he felt there 
might be any criminal involvement. 

He wasn’t sure, and so his people worked all afternoon and by 
evening came up with the basis that they felt there was, while it 
was slim, there was enough to proceed with an initial criminal in¬ 
vestigation. 



285 


So there was at no time any attempt to keep the Criminal Divi¬ 
sion out of anything that had criminal implications. 

Mr. Rodino. Mr. Chairman, we will move on and when I make 
that motion for the deposition to be made an exhibit and part of 
this I will also rely on the deposition and I think that will settle it. 

I am sure that Mr. Weld will be able to speak for himself 
through that deposition. 

Mr. Attorney General, you have testified in your deposition that 
you were aware of the Judiciary Committee independent counsel 
request of October 17, 1986, regarding the Hasenfus flight. 

You also knew that the Criminal Divisiomwas conducting an in¬ 
quiry based on that request and that request specifically named the 
Vice President, Director Casey, Secretary Weinberger, Admiral 
Poindexter, and Oliver North as individuals to be investigated. 

All these individuals were on your list to be interviewed during 
your factfinding inquiry, as well. 

Didn’t the fact that the Criminal Division had an inquiry under¬ 
way already raise concerns in your mind at the outset about the 
propriety of speaking to these individuals without criminal investi¬ 
gators present? 

I know you have had lots of criminal experience conducting in¬ 
vestigations. Didn’t you think that that was the proper thing? 

Attorney General Meese. It never was raised at all, Mr. Rodino, 
because there was absolutely no connection whatsoever at all be¬ 
tween the factfinding I was doing relating to Iran and the investi¬ 
gation which was proceeding in the Criminal Division^whicbThad 
to do with Central America or South America. 

Mr. Rodino. Mr. Attorney General, didn’t you know of possible 
connections, for example, and I recite: you knew Colonel North— 
and this is according to your depositions—handled both the Iran 
and Contra accounts at the NSC; you knew Admiral Poindexter, 
who was involved in the arms sales had called you to delay the 
Southern Air Transport investigation on the basis of the Iran situa¬ 
tion; and on Friday, November 21, Mr. Reynolds notes indicate and 
department officials discussed the possibility that TOWs were redi¬ 
rected to the Contras; on November 22, according to Secretary 
Shultz’s notes, he expressed concern to you about the relationship 
between the arms sales and the Contras because of the involve¬ 
ment of Southern Air. 

Now, it seems to me that all of these had some connection and 
might have raised some concerns with you. 

Attorney General Meese. Mr. Rodino, I think you have got 
things mixed up here. 

Mr. Rodino. I don’t have them mixed up, I am just reciting facts, 
Mr. Attorney General. 

Attorney General Meese. I think it has been brought out in testi¬ 
mony today. Secretary Shultz’s notes that you refer to had nothing 
to do with a meeting with me, that was a meeting that he had with 
Mr. Sofaer and his legal adviser at a time after the meeting he had 
with me, so this had nothing to do with anything that I knew about 
or that took place while I was present. 

Furthermore, the Southern Air Transport investigation, I knew 
none of the details of that. I merely referred it to the FBI so they 
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could determine whether or not their investigation could be tempo¬ 
rarily delayed. 

I had no knowledge myself of how that connected with any of 
these other events, and to my mind and to the best of the knowl¬ 
edge of anyone else who was there as we discussed this, including 
Director Webster, there was absolutely no connection between the 
Iranian initiative about which we were asked to do a factfinding 
inquiry and any other criminal investigation taking place in the 
Department. 

Mr. Rodino. Well, Mr. Attorney General, I am going to read to 
you from a deposition that was taken of Secretary of State Shultz by 
Mr. Belnick, and this is a matter of public record. “The notes of your 
interview . . .”—this is Mr. Belnick talking to the Secretary. "The 
notes of your interview with the Attorney General reflect, among 
other things, your expressing the concern to him on that Saturday 
night that this Iran matter, or fear that this Iran matter would 
somehow get wrapped into aid to the Nicaraguan Resistance. What 
was the basis for that fear that you expressed on Saturday, the 
22d?” 

Secretary Shultz: “Because somebody had pointed out to me that 
the—I think it is the Southern Air Transport was used in the Cen¬ 
tral American situation and also in terms of the flights of arms 
and so I said, ‘well, my gosh, if this gets connected, then we are 
going to have a problem with our policy in Central America.’ ” 

Attorney General Meese. I don t believe that was ever stated at 
any meeting with me. I don’t have the document, I don’t believe, 
you are reading from. Can I have a copy of that deposition? 

Mr. Rodino. This is public testimony, and this is a public record. 

Attorney General Meese. I was not here when that was given, 
Mr. Rodino, and I would like to see a copy of it before I respond to 
something that I have no idea what you are quoting from or what 
the context of the question was. I can only tell you that I have- 

Mr. Rodino. I am quoting Secretary of State Shultz’s deposition. 

Mr. Courter. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Cnairman. 

Chairman Inouye. Mr. Rodino, do you yield? 

Mr. Courter. I have a parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Inouye. Will you state it? 

Mr. Courter. I am just wondering whether it is the accepted 
rules of this committee if depositions are cited that the witness out 
of fairness be given an opportunity to look at those depositions. 

Chairman Inouye. We have permitted this throughout the hear¬ 
ings. 

Mr. Rodino. Mr. Chairman, I regret that I referred to it as a dep¬ 
osition. This is public testimony before this committee. 

Mr. Courter. Mr. Chairman, I think the same goes with public 
testimony. I think out of fairness, the witness should be given an 
opportunity to look at those statements. 

Chairman Inouye. The Congressman is correct. The witness 
should be given a copy to look over. 

Mr. Courter. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Inouye. The clerk will take a copy to the witness. 

Attorney General Meese. I see the statement of the Secretary of 
State in this transcript, Mr. Rodino, but I have looked at the notes 
that I have taken, or that were taken by Mr. Cooper at the time of 
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my meeting with Secretary Shultz, and I have looked at the notes 
that were taken, I believe, by Mr. Hill, and I find no reference to 
that. 

And I have no recollection that there was such a conversation 
with me. 

Mr. Rodino. That is your response? 

Attorney General Meese. And I believe that there was previous 
testimony here in this session this afternoon which indicated that, 
and which would clear up the matter, that Mr. Belnick was appar¬ 
ently in error when he talked about notes of the interview with the 
Attorney General and that rather those were notes of a meeting 
with Mr. Sofaer, the legal adviser of the State Department at a 
meeting after the one in which I took place. 

So I think in order to resolve this, the only way to do it would be 
to look at the respective notes of those two meetings. 

Mr. Rodino. Mr. Attorney General, moving on to another area, 
the Select Committees have sent you six letters dating from Janu¬ 
ary 20, 1987, seeking Department of Justice documents. These let¬ 
ters are in addition to the letter I sent you last December as chair¬ 
man of the Judiciary Committee seeking these same materials in 
preparation for these hearings. 

Yet I have got to point out we still have not received all the doc¬ 
uments we have requested. Other materials have been provided 
only within the past few days. 

Moreover, still other documents have been produced only in 
heavily redacted form. 

This non-production, delayed production, and non-compliance 
with committee requests over a 6-month period has made witness 
interviews difficult, made it possibile that some witnesses will have 
to be reinterviewed and this has complicated our preparation for 
your testimony. 

I would like to point out the July 7 response from the Depart¬ 
ment is particularly illustrative of what I have just said. It states 
that documents have been provided when they have not; notes that 
only now are some Department officials files being reviewed lor 
relevant documents, wherein these have been now, I guess, pending 
for six months; refuses to provide unredacted copies of your logs, 
calendars and notes, and erroneously blames the Independent 
Counsel Walsh for delays in production. 

The July 22 response that we received from the Department is 
similar. It confirms that previously requested documents are only 
now being made available despite having been requested months 
ago. 

And I want to give you some examples. The Department’s July 7 
letter states that the committees have received copies of, quote, 
“all entries” in your logs that relate to our investigation. Yet. 
when the committee staff went to the Department to review the 
unredacted copies of the log, after Chairman Hamilton insisted 
that they be permitted to do so, they found numerous relevant en¬ 
tries that had been redacted. 

For example, a handwritten log of November 24, 1986, which was 
not provided at all, included phone calls to Don Regan, the Vice 
President, Bud McFarlane, and John Poindexter; v. handwritten 
telephone log of November 26 also was not provided et. all Included 
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on it were the following phone calls: three with Director Casey, one 
with Don Regan, one with Ross Perot, and one with Judge Webster. 

Other records of phone calls which were either not provided at 
all or which were redacted, included phone calls with Admiral 
Poindexter, Colonel North, Terry Slease, Ross Perot, and others. 
Why weren’t these entries not initially provided when redacted 
copies of your logs were delivered to the committee? 

And it seems to me that, and I have got to note this for the 
record, Mr. Meese, that other Cabinet officials have made docu¬ 
ments available to us without being redacted, and I am sure that 
they have had to deal with as sensitive matters as you have had. 

Attorney General Meese. Well, Mr. Rodino, all I know is that 
you must have received the information or you wouldn't have it in 
front of you right now. But I know that we have provided all the 
information that we possibly could. 

There may be that from time to time, because of the fact that all 
of the information that we have has to be reviewed at least by the 
Independent Counsel to make sure that public exposition of it will 
not interfere with the Independent Counsel’s investigation, but I 
know that everyone in our Department has cooperated to the maxi¬ 
mum. 

I might say that in the course of the last 6 months, 39 of our 
present and former Department of Justice employees have been 
questioned by the committee, they have engaged in some 30 inter¬ 
views with representatives of the committees, they have provided 
17 depositions, there have been a total of 146 hours of meetings 
with members of the committee or representatives of the commit¬ 
tee, not including the public testimony. 

In addition, we have provided the depositions and we have in ad¬ 
dition to that provided something in excess of 36,000 pages of docu¬ 
ments to the committee. 

Now, I don’t understand what the problem is, but if there is a 
problem, I would certainly hope that the committee counsel would 
consult with Mr. Bolton of my office so that that could be correct¬ 
ed. 

But to the best of our knowledge, we have fully complied with 
everything the committee has requested. I myself have testified 
some six times including this session, and I know that there has 
been a spirit of cooperation among all elements of the Department 
of Justice to provide all the information that this committee might 
need. 

I met personally with Mr. Inouye and Mr. Hamilton at various 
times on this subject, and so there certainly is a desire to cooper¬ 
ate. And if the chairman of either committee feels there is a prob¬ 
lem, I would certainly be happy to have Mr. Bolton of my office 
meet with your counsel and get it remedied, but to the best of my 
knowledge, until you mentioned it today, Mr. Rodino, on informa¬ 
tion you apparently already have, I didn’t know there was any 
problem. 

Mr. Rodino. Well, there has been a problem, and it has baen a 
continuing problem, Mr. Attorney General. As a matter of fact, I 
would like to state that—and this you will appreciate—committees 
repeatedly had asked for a list of the specific steps DOJ has taken 
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to secure all relevant materials in DOJ and copies of any written 
directives regarding document preservation. 

On July 7, we received a letter, and there was a statement rela¬ 
tive to that request, and it is a conclusory, nonspecific response. It 
says, I quote: “Each component of the Department took whatever 
steps were necessary to preserve its documents. But we received no 
written directives. They were not provided to us.” 

That hardly seems to me to be in response, Mr. Attorney Gener¬ 
al, to the request that we have made. And since you say you are 
going to provide them, are the requests that we have made which 
haven’t been fulfilled, are you ready to provide them before we ter¬ 
minate this inquiry? 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t know of any requests that have 
not been fulfilled, and as I mentioned to the chairman of the two 
committees, if your committee counsel would advise Mr. Bolton of 
my office, I am sure that any unfulfilled request will be immediate¬ 
ly complied with, but I know of no unfulfilled requests at this time. 

Mr. Rodino. Well, I will furnish this to you, but I will tell you we 
have not received Bolton’s notes, all INS records requested, tele¬ 
phone toll records of Miami-U.S. Attorney’s Office, Reynolds’ calen¬ 
dars, and telephone logs and message sheets, originals of Richard¬ 
son’s notes to check for improper redactions, which we have got, 
and frankly we are not able to understand. 

Attorney General Meese. Well, I believe Mr. Richardson’s notes 
are an exhibit here, and we have been referring to them all day 
long. I don’t notice any redactions on those notes. But as I say, if 
there is something the committees would like, we certainly would 
like to provide it. 

Mr. Rodino. Mr. Chairman, how much time do I have remain¬ 
ing? 

Chairman Inouye. You have 22 minutes, Mr. Chairman. 

May I make an announcement at this juncture? I have been ad¬ 
vised by the counsel of this committee that the references to which 
Mr. Rodino referred are, in fact, in Mr. Hill’s notes of the interview 
of Secretary Shultz’s by the Attorney General, and we will be 
pleased to point out, point these out to the Attorney General at the 
overnight recess, and Mr. Rodino, if he wishes, may examine them 
as he chooses. And Mr. Rodino, you have 22 minutes remaining. 

Mr. Rodino. I am going to ask one other question, and then I am 
going to reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. Attorney General, when you state that Mr. Webster agreed 
with you that criminal investigation was inappropriate, was that 
based on a detailed discussion with the Director about the facts in 
your possession at the time, or was this only a casual conversation 
with the Director that didn’t go into the specifics of the inquiry? 

Attorney General Meese. It was a conversation in which I relat¬ 
ed what I was being asked to do by the President, and actually I 
had very few facts in my possession at that time as we had not 
even commenced the factfinding inquiry. 

Mr. Rodino. Well, I would just like to point out, Mr. Attorney 
General, that your own deposition points out, and I don’t think I 
went into specific details about it other than what I mentioned, 
that different people had remembered different parts of it. 
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Attorney General Meese. Yes, and that’s basically what I knew 
at that time and was the basis on which the President asked me to 
initiate the factfinding inquiry to find out what the facts were. 

Mr. Rodino. Mr. Attorney General, thank you. I am going to re¬ 
serve the balance of my time. 

Attorney General Meese. Thank you, Mr. Rodino. 

Chairman Inouye. The Chair recognizes Mr. McCollum. 

Mr. McCollum. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Attorney General, welcome here. I am used to seeing you 
more in the Judiciary Committee forums, but we are here today 
about something that has far wider implications than many things 
we have discussed in the past. At the outset of talking with you 
today and having listened to what you have said up to this point, it 
sometime seems to me from a public perspective, it is hard to de¬ 
termine who the players are in this or determine your role, if I am 
sitting out in the public somewhere listening to all this. 

In my listening to all the weeks of testimony we have had, I have 
concluded, and I think just about anybody who thinks about this 
has, it wasn’t the Justice Department that ran any of these oper¬ 
ations regarding the Iranian initiative or the Contra initiative, it 
was not the Justice Department that got involved with the Iranian 
arms transaction, it seems to me you made it very clear that from 
the standpoint of you, as the Attorney General, your only involve¬ 
ment with the Iran arms transaction until you got into your fact¬ 
finding inquiry in November 1986 was to make some determina¬ 
tions with regard to the legalities of the Finding in the 1986, in 
January, and to respond to a couple of inquiries of Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter on the phone to see if you could do some minor aiding in 
one or two very very minor aspects of it. 

It also was not your office which destroyed or altered any docu¬ 
ments involved in any of these matters. It was not you who misled 
Congress or misled the Secretary of State about any of the facts in¬ 
volved in these matters. And it seems to me that when we talk 
about all of this, it also is very clear that it was you and your office 
and your staff who unearthed the discrepancies with regard to the 
issue of the November, 1985 arms shipment that led, in turn, to 
your factfinding mission the weekend of November 20 through 24, 
1986, and that, in turn, it was you and your office who discovered 
the diversion memo, and it was you and your office who took the 
lead after questioning Colonel North to point out that the diversion 
memo was indeed a diversion and a real potential problem. And 
you had recommended, you the Attorney General, to the President, 
and to Mr. Regan that this matter be made public as quickly as 
possible, and it was over a period of approximately 4 days after you 
started into it all. 

And so I guess the reason I went through that little litany was 
that I think we need to put all this in perspective a little bit today 
at the end of a day where we have been talking about so many details in¬ 
volved in this. I agree that we have a job to explore and a duty as a 
Congress, and certainly normally I am wearing that hat over in Ju¬ 
diciary instead of on the Select Committee, to oversight the role 
that the Attorney General plays and whether you do an appropri¬ 
ate role or do your job. 
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But a lot of the criticism that I have heard before today and a lot 
of it today about your work, especially over the weekend of Novem¬ 
ber 25, sounds like the old lawyer’s term “fly specking.” I don’t 
know how many people have heard that, but several of us up 
here, including yourself, are attorneys and that used to be the old 
term about looking for the very nitty-gritty issue in some abstract 
or title to land. It looked to see if there were some little fine points 
you could object to down there. Forty-forty hindsight is pretty good. 

But let's go over some of the facts just to refresh the situation 
here today and put it all, as I see it, in more perspective. 

My understanding is that you met with the President after you 
had been called up at West Point, you met with him on Friday 
morning the 22d of November, and he tasked you to find out the 
facts about this November, 1985 arms transaction to resolve dis¬ 
crepancies between Secretary Shultz and Mr. McFarlane’s version 
of some of the details. Is that correct? 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct, Mr. McCollum. Not 
only the differences in recollection between those two people, but 
the various, the fact that very, that there were various recollec¬ 
tions by different people as to what had occurred and no one had 
put together a sort of an overview of what, in fact, had happened 
during a period of time in which a lot of different things were done 
by different people but where no one person seemed to know all 
the things that were going on. 

Mr. McCollum. You were working under some kind of a time¬ 
table after that, weren’t you? 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct. As I testified earlier, 
we were hoping to have our at least initial inquiry into the facts 
completed by 2:00 o’clock on Monday afternoon, the 24th. 

Mr. McCollum. That was for a meeting. 

Attorney General Meese. That was for a meeting that was to 
take place at that time in which I was to participate. 

Mr. McCollum. And that was the National Security Planing 
Group meeting, right? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McCollum. Now you are a member of that normally, this 
wasn’t a meeting you were just happening to be going to go that 
particular day, you are a member of that planning group, right? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir, that is correct. 

Mr. McCollum. And you were a member of that group before 
you were Attorney General, weren’t you? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes. I was asked to serve in that capac¬ 
ity by the President as early as 1981. 

Mr. McCollum. Could you tell us—refresh our recollections on 
just exactly what the National Security Planning Group did, what 
it was? 

Attorney General Meese. This was a group composed of the four 
statutory members of the National Security Council: the President, 
the Vice President, the Secretary of State, and the Secretary of De¬ 
fense. The two statutory advisers, the Director of Central Intelli¬ 
gence, the Chief, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the 
three persons appointed by the President: the White House Chief of 
Staff, the Secretary of the Treasury, and the Attorney General. 
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The purpose of this group was a smaller—was to meet as a group 
and usually in a smaller meeting than the National Security Coun¬ 
cil meeting which was normally attended by a number of assistants 
and staff members to handle the most sensitive or the more sensi¬ 
tive issues of foreign policy, national defense, and other national 
security matters. 

Mr. McCollum. And in terms of what they did, they gave advice 
to the President basically, and he made the decisions on a lot of 
these things, obviously. Is that not correct? 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct, Mr. McCollum. It was a 
group which was advisory to the President, the same way as other 
elements of the Cabinet are as well. 

Mr. McCollum. And .the objective in all of this over that week¬ 
end initially was to get the facts on this straight so that you all 
could discuss it at that meeting, right? 

Attorney General Meese. That was correct. 

Mr. McCollum. And then you would have something to base the 
recommendations to the President on, right? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes. Indeed, Mr. Poindexter was going 
to be prepared to present information at the meeting, others were, 
Secretary Shultz and others had views, and inasmuch as I was 
asked to provide an overview of the facts, I was asked to have that 
done in time for that meeting. 

Mr. McCollum. And as soon as you got designated or pretty soon 
after that you made a call, as you testified, to Director Webster 
and asked him about the possible involvement of the FBI in help¬ 
ing research all of this, and you have testified that the two of you 
concluded that that was not a responsible or appropriate thing to 
do because there weren’t any criminal implications at that point; is 
that not true? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes. Almost completely, Mr. McCollum. 
The only thing was it was not a telephone call, it was a conversa¬ 
tion that took place in my office, rather than a telephone call. But 
we did have that conversation, we did reach that conclusion. 

Mr. McCollum. And you reviewed this matter with him even 
after you had your press conference and another personal conver¬ 
sation, didn’t you—Mr. Webster and you? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir. He was, I believe, present in 
my office again when we discussed this matter and the probability 
that the FBI would be very soon called into it, that we were in the 
process at that time of having the Criminal Division give us an 
answer as to whether there was sufficient possibility of criminal 
violations to involve a criminal investigation, and that the FBI 
would be called into it if they did answer in the affirmative. 

Mr. McCollum. And that was after the fact, though, that was 
after the press conference? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McCollum. But he concurred at that time there had been no 
reason and he agreed there never was a reason to call him in early 
on. It looked bad. If you had, as I recall in the deposition testimo¬ 
ny, you all thought it would look like it was a misuse of the FBI 
because there wasn’t any basis for using them, right? 

Attorney General Meese. That’s correct. I was very cognizant 
that previous Presidents had been critized for misuse of the FBI 
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in non-criminal or non-investigative situations, and that was one of 
the aspects of our consideration. 

I might say, Director Webster has repeated the fact he was total¬ 
ly satisfied with the situation on numerous occasions, including his 
own confirmation process when he was confirmed as Director of 
Central Intelligence. 

Mr. McCollum. Now, you started this investigation or factfind¬ 
ing, as you called it—it really wasn’t an investigation—on Friday, 
the 22d of November, and did it over Saturday and Sunday, and by 
Monday you were putting it together and by Tuesday morning you 
had gone to the public with it after the President had made some 
decisions, and all of this was done in a period of about 4 days. And 
if I’m not mistaken, you didn’t have any inkling of this diversion 
memo until Saturday, so you really only had 3 days after that and 
you didn’t know what that diversion memo meant, from what you 
said this morning, until you talked to Colonel North on Sunday 
afternoon. 

So you only had a day and a half between that discussion when 
- you learned of the significance of the diversion memo to bring this 
out to the public, which you did with the President on Tuesday. 
Am I correct in that? 

Attorney General Meese. That’s correct, Mr. McCollum. 

Mr. McCollum. Now, let’s talk about some of the misleading 
things that occurred to you that weekend. I think that needs to be 
laid out. 

Mr. Nields laid some of that out for us this morning. He went 
through a pattern of those discussions you had, two of them with 
Mr. McFarlane, several small chit-chats with Admiral Poindexter, 
a long discussion with Colonel North, and a couple of discussions 
with Mr. Casey. 

And during all of that time it was very clear that Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter at no time told you, nor raised with you, even though he 
knew exactly what you were doing—he was in there meeting with 
you with the President to get this assignment—he never volun- 
• teered to you, nor did he in any way come forward and say we had 
a Finding, Ed—as he called you in the hearings—we had a Finding 
back in December and here’s a copy of it, maybe this will help you. 

He never did that, did he? 

Attorney General Meese. At no time did Admiral Poindexter 
produce the Finding that you are referring to. 

Mr. McCollum. In addition to that, I know you have eloquently 
made some nice statements about Director Casey, but the fact of 
the matter is we know from the testimony—we don’t have him, un¬ 
fortunately, here to rebut it in any way, but we have heard it a lot 
from other sources—Colonel North, Admiral Poindexter—Mr. 
Casey at all of this time knew fully about this diversion; some 
people didn’t know who knew what but in the end everybody has 
agreed he knew about it and was intricately involved in that proc¬ 
ess. 

But he not only didn’t tell you about his knowledge when you 
chatted with him but, as I recall, he denied it. 

And I would like to call your attention to a particular exhibit. 
This is exhibit number 53 in your book. This is a set of notes that 
was taken by one of your—one of the staff numbers at a meeting 
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with Members of Congress just before this announcement was 
made on the 25th of November. 

It’s an exhibit that was prepared, by the handwriting, it says 
here, of Mr. Richardson. This was a congressional briefing where 
the President attended, where Admiral Poindexter, I think, had al¬ 
ready been exited from the scene, but you were there, and Mr. 
Wright was there, the Speaker of the House, Mr. Casey was there 
apparently, from looking at these notes. 

I would like you to look at those. 

Mr. Shultz apparently was there—Secretary Shultz appears to 
have been there. 

Do you recall who all was at that briefing session? 

Attorney General Meese. To the best of my recollection, it was 
the President, Secretary Shultz, Secretary Weinberger, I believe 
that Mr. Regan was there, I was there, several members of my staff 
were there, and there may have been others—I can't tell you all 
the people that were there—in addition to the leadership of the 
Congress, the leaders of the House and Senate, the Speaker of the 
House and the Majority Leader of the Senate, the Minority Leaders 
of both Houses, and there may have been others besides that from 
the Congress. But it was quite a group of people from the Congress. 

Mr. McCollum. Well, unfortunately the exhibit does not have 
the pages marked, but if you will flip 10 pages over into this, you 
will see a discussion that starts at the top with Mr. Wright's name. 

These are Mr. Richardson’s notes made at that meeting with the 
President? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes. 

Mr. McCollum. If you have found that- 

Attorney General Meese. I have found it. 

Mr. McCollum. I would just like to go over that with you and 
see if you agree with me that’s what this says. —--- 

If says Wright says Poindexter vaguely aware. RR, that’s Presi¬ 
dent Reagan, I assume—he says yes. Wright says, done with tacit 
blessing. RR says Ed?—he’s turning to you, he’s meaning you 
there, right. Then it says, you are quoted as saying allowed it to go 
forward, and then Wright, the Speaker of the House, says CIA 
know—Casey? That’s what it looks like because the next one says 
Casey—now it’s Casey:—Mr. Casey was there, then, is that not cor¬ 
rect? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McCollum. Mr. Casey’s answer there reads what? 

You read it to us. What did he say when- 

Attorney General Meese. It says, no, I didn't. 

Mr. McCollum. And I think that’s significant. The point is that 
even at this moment in the presence of the President and in the _ 
presence of the leadership of the House and the Senate, on the 
25th of November, the day that this became public—the diversion 
did—Mr. Casey is still withholding the fact that he knows, not only 
withholding but saying I didn't know. 

My point of this, and I could go through the same litany Mr. 
Nields did this morning—I’m not going to go through all of that— 
there were numerous occasions in Colonel North’s interview and in 
the interviews with Mr. McFarlane where you were not given the 
full facts, you were misled. 
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Is that not true? 

Attorney General Meese. Mr. McCollum, since I did not have the 
benefit of watching their testimony except very occasionally, I 
couldn’t say for sure, but I will accept your characterization of it. 

Mr. McCollum. OK. 

Well, it’s true and unfortunate and I think that needs to be 
pointed out simply so that anybody reviewing this and trying to 
put it all together can see what you are working with. 

You were working with a 4- or 5-day timeframe. You were work¬ 
ing with people who weren’t giving you all the truth, and you were 
working with a minimum of knowledge from your own experience. 

Now, I would like to turn to a couple to the things that you have 
been battered around the ears with here in the last few days. 

One of them has to do with the issue that Mr. Rodino just 
brought up with you. Judge Sofaer supposedly got wind of this 
business about Southern Air Transport having a connection with 
the Contras and this Iranian matter in the process of the weekend 
of November 20th to 25th, and during that time, as we have heard 
discussed—you were asked questions about this just a few moments 
ago—he talked about this with Secretary Shultz at some point, and 
you related the fact that in your conversation with Secretary 
Shultz on the morning of the 22d, a Saturday, that didn’t come up. 

Am I correct? 

Attorney General Meese. I cannot recall that coming up in our 
conversation. 

Mr. McCollum. Let me relate to you—this is now—we will make 
sure this is all made public, too, if it isn’t in some way. I just hap¬ 
pened to pull this out on the occasion, but I understand this deposi- 
ton already has been released, the June 18th deposition of Mr. 
Sofaer. It is my only copy right here. 

On p age 68 of that deposition, Mr. Sofaer was asked about his 
review of this whole matter of the TOWs, that is, the missile in¬ 
volvement in September and some of the sales later and so on, and 
he said on the 21st I came back to town and called Mike Mattison 
and I asked him to get me the figures on the cost of TOW missiles. 

“Question: He gave you”—these are attorneys asking these ques¬ 
tions for us, this committee—“he gave you those figures and what 
did you conclude when you looked at the figures? 

“Answer: I concluded”—Judge Soafer says—I concluded “that the 
fair market value of the TOWs was substantially in excess of what 
the Department of Defense received from the CIA as payment. 

“Question: And did that lead you to conclude there was probably a 
surplus of funds that had been generated in this transaction? 

“Answer: I didn’t conclude anything, but it led me to mention to 
the “Secretary”—that is, Secretary Shultz, his boss—to the Secretary 
“on Saturday, the 22d, at the end of the meeting with him, after he 
had spoken to the Attorney General, that I was very concerned 
about the possibility there was a surplus of funds and that I had no 
idea how it was used, but that I also concerned about the presence 
of Southern Air Transport in the picture.” 

The point of that is that he apparently talked about it with Sec¬ 
retary Shultz right after you left or he left you. 

Attorney General Meese. I left him and apparently that is cor¬ 
rect and T appreciate you” correcting the situation which was re- 
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ferred to earlieer by Mr. Rodino. There is no way that that subject 
as far as his discussion with Mr. Sofaer could have come up at the 
time that he discussed it with me. 

Mr. McCollum. Something else has been bothering me for sever¬ 
al days. Nobody asked you about this here today. It has been 
around 1411 times as Colonel North testified it seems to me that 
some of your staff was present there going through these papers in 
Colonel North’s quarters on Saturday, 22 November and the colo¬ 
nel, Colonel North has testified that all this while he was shred¬ 
ding. 

Now I thought he was an excellent witness and had great credi¬ 
bility up here, and I think the public thought so, but this was one 
issue I had real problems with. 

I asked him some about that. I would like to ask you about that. 

Did you have occasion or have you since all this came up to talk 
to Mr. Reynolds and the others who were down at Colonel North’s 
office on Saturday 22 November as to whether they observed any 
shredding going on while they were looking? This was time, you 
know, they found the diversion memo. 

Have you asked them about that? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, I have, Mr. McCollum, and I have 
been told by Mr. Richardson and Mr. Reynolds, who were the 
people who were on the scene, that at no time in their presence or 
in their field of vision or within their hearing was any shredding 
going on by Colonel North or anyone else, to the best of their 
knowledge. 

As a matter of fact, I believe there is also testimony that has 
been received by the committee by Lt. Col. Earl that the shredder 
that was supposed to be involved in Colonel North’s office was ac¬ 
tually broken and there is also testimony I believe by Colonel Earl 
that in order to shred they had to take the documents out of that 
office into another office some distance away, so that it would have 
been virtually impossible to have that shredding going on so called 
under the noses of either Mr. Richardson or Mr. Reynolds. 

Mr. McCollum. I brought that up to Colonel North and put that 
portion of Colonel Earl’s deposition in the record. 

Now Colonel Ear’ was the assistant to Colonel North. I have a 
copy of that. I would like satff to take that down to you. 

This is from Colonel Earl’s deposition that was taken contempo¬ 
raneously with some of the other things that were going on in this 
committee. 

The reason I want you to be able to look at it, I think we need to 
go over that in a little more detail. I think it is imp ortant for more 
reasons, because I was very short with Colonel North that day” 

I did not have a lot of time to ask him questions, and during that 
period of time, he said his recollection was that shredding went on 
and if Colonel Earl had another one, essentially what he said was 
that was another story. 

This deposition—This portion of the deposition is fairly lengthy, 
but I think it is important we go over some of it. 

On page 74 is where it starts, a deposition taken May 2d of Colo¬ 
nel Robert Earl by this committee. 
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He says about midway down through the paper, “The next morn¬ 
ing," the question was asked him on page 74, “Saturday, November 
22. Did you go to work that morning?" 

The answer, “I got a call from, I believe, the White House 
Signal, but I am not sure how now whether it was Paul Thompson 
calling me or whether a message was relayed though the White 
House Signal, but somebody called me to say, ‘Come and open up 
the office,’ that Colonel North wasn’t available, couldn’t be found. 
So I went in and opened up the office.” 

Question: “Just let me ask you. Back on the 21st—do you know 
Tom Green?" 

Answer: “Yes.” 

Question: “Did he come to Suite 302 on Friday, the 21st, before 
you left?” 

Answer: “Not that I recall. He may have, but not that I recall.” 

Question: “Now we are back on Saturday morning. You get a 
contact from the White House Signal, et cetera. Do you go to 302 and 
open up?” 

Answer: “I recall driving through the gate and parking on the 
street between the Old Executive Office Building and the West 
Wing. I wasn’t sure whether I ought to go up to Paul Thompson’s 
office or over to Paul’s office. I recall considering that, but I don’t 
recall what my solution to the dilemma was. I went to one of the 
two places first. I do recall I did eventually, either directly or sec¬ 
ondly, go to the office and open it up,” presumably referring to the 
302 office. 

Question: That’s Colonel North’s office—302 in the Old Executive 
Office Building—“You were the first guy to arrive at 302 that 
morning? 

Answer: “Yes.” 

Question: “Now, do you remember, were files laid out when you 
opened the office up?” 

Answer: “This is another one that I cannot recall, whether the 
circular table in front of Colonel North’s desk had files on it at that 
point when I got there or whether it was empty, and I added all 
the files for them to review.” 

Question: “In any event, the table you are referring to—which I 
imagine you are going to tell me, the AG representatives reviewed 
documents, right?” 

Answer: “Yes.” 

Question: “That on exhibit 2 is the table marked ‘conference 
table’ in North’s office, right?” 

Answer: “Correct.” 

Question: “OK. Did the Attorney General’s people arrive next or 
someone before them?” 

Answer: “At some point, I am not sure exactly how much later, 
but I think what happened next was that Paul Thompson brought 
over two representatives from the Department of Justice, Bradford 
Reynolds, and I think his name is John Richardson, introduced me, 
said they were there to look at files on the Iran project, and then I 
think Paul Thompson left.” 

Question: “And Richardson and Reynolds started their review?” 

Answer: “Correct.” 



298 


Question: “Do you recall their asking for any specific documents, 
files?” 

Answer: “I recall that they asked for more documents, or maybe 
all of them. If the table was empty, they asked for all the docu¬ 
ments; if the table had some of them arranged, they asked for 
more. I recall going behind Colonel North’s desk into his credenza 
and going through files in his credenza pulling them out and look¬ 
ing at the subject title to see if they were relevant and putting 
some of them that were I believe relevant onto the table for their 
review. So I looked through all those documents behind Colonel 
North’s desk, I couldn’t find them. I will go into that more if you 
want. They were subsequently found them.” 

Question: “Where did you find them?” 

Answer: “I didn’t find them, Colonel North found them. When he 
came in, I told him of their request for them.” 

Question: '“Now, Richardson and Reynolds were in Colonel 
North’s office, you were in there with them?” 

Answer: “Initially, I was in there looking for the files in the cre¬ 
denza, and I also from his desk placed a call to him to let him 
know that I was in his office and the people were there, and to see 
if he had gotten the call and was en route, and he said, yes, he had 
gotten the call, and he would be there in a while. I am not sure 
exactly how much later, an hour, or maybe 2 hours later.” 

Question: “That was the substance of your conversation with 
him?” 

Answer: “Yes.” 

Question: “He arrived next at 302. Was he the next person to 
come in?” 

Answer: “No.” 

Question: “Who came next?” 

Answer: “The next thing that happened is that they left to go to 
lunch with the Attorney General. On their way out, in the passage¬ 
way, they ran into Colonel North coming in. They had a brief con¬ 
versation in the hallway, and then Colonel North came into the 
office.” 

Question: “Did you overhear their conversation?” 

Answer: “No, I observed it, I was on my way out and saw them 
down there talking to Colonel North. So I never got out of the 
office when Colonel North arrived.” 

Question: “North came into the office?” 

Answer: “I told him of the request of the team. He said he didn’t 
know where they were filed and started looking around, and appar¬ 
ently found them.” 

That is redacted as to what it was he was looking for. 

“I am not sure that he found them while I was still there or 
while I was on the same floor with him. My recollection is when 
Richardson and Brad Reynolds returned, there was a file, an empty 
file folder on the desk that had not been there before that Bradford 
Reynolds held up and said, ‘Now, that is very sensitive,’ because it 
was empty, and I couldn't explain why it was sensitive.” 

Question: “We get protection of documents like that from the 
White House all the time.’ 
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Answer: “Colonel North was out of the office at that time. When 
he returned, he explained they had been filed in one of these files 
over here. 

Question: “In front of Barbara Brown’s desk?” 

Answer: “Yes, and had taken them and put them with” . . . 
some of the other materials. It is redacted as well. 

Question: “Before the AG team came back, did you and North 
have any conversation apart from talking about” blank—redacted. 

Answer: “Not that I can recall the substance of, although there 
were a couple little parts that I recall before the AG’s team- 
before they returned. 

Colonel North continued to review documents, and I think found 
others that were suitable for the category that we had been looking 
for the day before. 

Question: “Termination?” 

Answer: “Termination,” 

Mr. Leon: “Where was he looking for those, among the files they 
had just reviewed?” 

The witness: “I don’t think so, but I am not positive. I think it 
was other files back on his desk. I am not sure where—oh, and one 
of the things he told me when he first came in was that the shred¬ 
der had broken the night before, because I reached up to turn it on, 
and sure enough, it wasn’t working. Then when he was compiling 
material—” 

Mr. Belnick, question: “Can I stop you there for a second. Bob? 
Was the shredder bag full?” 

Answer: “I don’t recall.” 

Question: “Was the machine the kind of machine you could see 
the bag, or would you have to open it? Was the bag visible?” 

Answer: “I think it was.” 

Question: “It didn’t work. Did he ask you to find a working 
shredder?” 

Answer: “He didn’t ask me. I intuited it from what he was doing. 
I told him I was going across the hall to CMC where I knew they 
had a shredder and see if we could get in there. The door was 
locked, so I couldn’t get in. And at some point—the recollection 
that I had, rather than speculate how we get to it, is of Colonel 
North with a file and a stack of documents that I knew from all of 
this were to be shredded, had Paul Thompson standing beside him 
and in some way a reference to going over to the sit room”—and I 
am sure they mean Situation Room—” with a hefting of docu¬ 
ments—I am not exactly sure what, but I knew what he meant, 
and I don’t what Thompson knew or inferred from that.” 

Anyway, I am not going to read to rest of this. I read a lot of it. 

Chairman Inouye. Mr. McCollum, may I interrupt? There is a 
vote pending in the Senate at this moment. May I suggest the Sen¬ 
ators return to the floor to vote, but immediately return to the 
room here. At the recess, we will have a special meeting, all of us, 
including our staffs. 

Please proceed, sir. 

Mr. McCollum. The bottom line of this, Mr. Attorney General, 
why I read all that is that it is very clear from Colonel Earl’s depo¬ 
sition that just been reported and hasn’t been put forward to the 
public that if you believe what he had to'say from his testimony, 
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Colonel North didn’t come in the morning and didn’t arrive at his 
office until about noontime when your people were leaving to go to 
lunch and it was at that time they discovered the shredder was 
broken, and I think that needed to be brought out, and I appreciate 
your indulging me to do that. 

Is that consistent with your knowledge? 

Attorney General Meese. That is my understanding, Mr. McCol¬ 
lum. It certainly is consistent with my understanding that at no 
time was shredding being done in the presence of people from our 
office who were there that day. 

Mr. McCollum. I would like to ask you one last question and re¬ 
serve the balance of my time, Mr. Attorney General. 

No one has mentioned it, but it seems to me at some point, it’s 
come to our attention, over this short 4-day weekend while you 
were calling up everybody, whether it be Mr. McFarlane or Mr. 
Casey or whomever, you also at some point talked to the Secretary 
of Defense, did you not? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir, I did. I talked with him by 
phone. His wife was in the hospital, and I did talk with him on the 
telephone, I believe, on Friday night when I informed him of what 
I was doing at the President’s request, as I had the others, and 
then again on Saturday we had a brief conversation on the phone. 

In talking with him, I ascertained that he didn’t know much 
more about the situation than I already knew and therefore we put 
off any further conversation until after the weekend. 

Mr. McCollum. At this point in time, I would like to reserve the 
balance of my time, Mr. Chairman, if I could be advised of how 
much more that might be. 

Chairman Inouye. Thank you very much, Mr. Attorney General. 

Will you return tomorrow afternoon at 12:30? 

Attorney General Meese. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will be 
happy to be here at that time. 

Chairman Inouye. The joint session will stand in recess until to¬ 
morrow afternoon at 12:30. 

[Whereupon, at 5:10 p.m., the Select Committees recessed, to re¬ 
convene at 12:30 p.m., Wednesday, July 29, 1987.] 
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~ Chairman Inouye. The hearing will please come to order. 

Mr. Attorney General, we apologize for the short delay. 

The chair recognizes the Vice Chairman of the Senate Select 
Committee, Mr. Rudman. 

I have been advised he will share part of his time with Senator 
Cohen. 

CONTINUED TESTIMONY OF EDWIN MEESE, III, FROM JULY 28 

Mr. Rudman. Thank you very much, Ir. Chairman. 

Good afternoon, Mr. Attorney General. 

Attorney General Meese. Good afternoon, Mr. Rudman. 

Senator, I wonder if I might just advise the chair, as I mentioned 
yesterday, I am prepared to remain with the committee or the com¬ 
mittees as long as you may wish to be in session today. 

I do have commitments tomorrow that I previously advised the 
committee of and will be willing to stay as late as necessary in 
order to finish today. 

Chairman Inouye. I appreciate your spirit of cooperation. We 
have been checking with the members of the panel, and it appears 
that we should be able to be out of here before six o'clock. 

Attorney General Meese. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Inouye. Senator Rudman? 

Mr. Rudman. I don't like to start off the day disagreeing with my 
chairman, but I hope we can be and I will contribute to that, Mr. 
Attorney General, by attempting to go through some issues that I 
am concerned about and try to ask the questions in a way that we 
can elicit some direct answers, as you have been giving yesterday, 
and hopefully not use all of my time. 

( 301 ) 
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Let me start out by saying that I have had dealings with you for 
some time as Chair of the State, Justice, Commerce Subcommittee 
of the Appropriations Committee. 

I want to say at the outset, as I have said publicly, that although 
I have a great deal of trouble with some aspects of your investiga¬ 
tion and the Justice Department’s investigation, I think it is gross¬ 
ly unfair for anyone to infer or suggest that the Attorney General 
of the United States and the Justice Department was involved in 
some effort to cover up or obstruct the discovery of the true facts in 
this matter.. 

I just want to start this examination by making it clear that is 
not my view. I have expressed it in strong terms to the contrary. 

Having said that, I want to go through a number of issues that I 
believe your answers will be very important for this record. I will 
start out by observing that you are, of course, the chief legal advis¬ 
er to the President of the United States. 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct. 

Mr. Rudman. When you were brought into the arms initiative in \ 
January of 1986, you were brought in to give legal advice on the 
initiative as it was requested; is that correct? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rudman. And you gave advice, I believe, on two legal issues 
that were raised by the arms sale; am I correct? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, Senator. 

Mr. Rudman. And one issue was whether or not Congress could 
be delayed under the timely notice of the Hughes-Ryan and the 
other was whether the arms sales could be done under the Nation¬ 
al Security Act rather than the Arms Export Control Act; am I cor¬ 
rect? 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct. 

Mr. Rudman. When you gave those opinions according to your 
testimony, you didn't ask anyone at the Department of Justice to 
do any additional legal research for you on those issues; am I cor¬ 
rect? 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct. 

Mr. Rudman. Your reason, as stated yesterday, was that you did 
not ask anyone to do that research because you felt the matter was 
too sensitive to share with anyone in the Department; is that cor¬ 
rect? 

Attorney General Meese. What I said was that it was so sensitive 
that it was my understanding that it was to be—that knowledge of 
this was to be limited to those people essentially who were in the 
group advising the President at the time and those that were abso¬ 
lutely necessary in order to carry out the initiative in ether depart¬ 
ments. 

Mr. Rudman. Was that some limiting factor that was given to 
you by someone at the White House? 

Attorney General Meese. I am not sure whether it was explicitly 
stated. It was certainly implicit in the fact that even in the group 
that met with the President, not all the members of the National 
Security Council were included. 

Mr. Rudman. Well, I understand that, but knowing your depart¬ 
ment fairly well, and knowing of the people in it and the high 
degree of professionalism of those people and some of the people— 
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in fact, you have an intelligence section, if you will, within the De¬ 
partment—I just don’t understand why there were not at least one 
or two of your bright young people—professional or political, it 
would make no difference—whom you could have consulted to give 
you some basic research on the issues that you had to look at, 
which unfortunately were not researched. 

Attorney General Meese. Senator, they were researched. I per¬ 
sonally looked into them. It is quite interesting to note that after 
this matter came to public attention in November of 1986, I did 
have them separately researched at that point by the Office of 
Legal Counsel in the Department of Justice. 

The conclusions they reached after several days of research coin¬ 
cided exactly with the conclusions that I presented during that 
period in January of 1986. 

I might say their research was independent of anything I sug¬ 
gested that they do. 

Mr. Rudman. Wouldn’t you agree with me, Mr. Attorney Gener¬ 
al, that there are people in the Justice Department, professional 
people, no matter how extraordinary the circumstances, that can 
be consulted on matters of utmost sensitivity to give an underlying 
research basis for whatever opinions the Attorney General of the 
United States gives the President? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir, and if I felt they had been 
needed in this instance, I would have brought them in. 

Mr. Rudman. I want to turn to the matter of the DEA agents. 

I believe in May or June—and I might say, I wonder, have you 
seen Mr. Lawn’s interview given to this committee? 

Attorney General Meese. No, sir, I have not. 

Mr. Rudman. Are you aware of the interview? 

Attorney General Meese. I am aware that he had an interview. I 
have not had a chance to read the transcript of that interview. 

Mr. Rudman. Was it furnished to you, do you know? 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t believe it has been furnished to 
me. No. I have seen it in Mr. Lawn’s hand. I have never had a 
chance to actually read it. 

Mr. Rudman. But the Department does have a copy of it? 

Attorney General Meese. I think the DEA does have a copy. I am 
not sure, Senator, exactly. What I saw were notes that were 
taken—what I saw in someone’s hands as they were discussing this 
with me were notes taken by someone who was with Mr. Lawn. I 
have never seen a transcript of Mr. Lawn’s interview. I don’t know 
whether the Department has one. 

Mr. Rudman. I would simply observe that there are no major in¬ 
consistencies between his interview and your statement. The 
reason I want to say that if you haven’t seen it, as I understand 
your natural caution in making statements not having seen other 
people’s recollections, but there are no basic inconsistencies. I just 
want y to go through that, because obviouslv what this committee 
was told is somewhat different from, I think, the circumstances as 
they were related to you. 

My understanding is in May or June of 1985, you approved a re¬ 
quest from the National Security Council to detail two DEA agents 
to NSC for a mission relating to the hostages; is that correct? 

Attorney General Meese. What was the year? 
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Mr. Rudman. May or June of 1985, I believe. Am I wrong? Do I 
have the date wrong here? No, I think that is right. It is 1985. 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t recall—I recall Mr. Lawn talk¬ 
ing to me in the latter part of 1985 and early 1986 about DEA 
agents assisting with providing information to those who were in¬ 
volved in trying to obtain the release of the hostages. I don’t have 
any particular basis to fix the date earlier than that. 

Mr. Rudman. Do you have a recollection of a discussion with 
either Mr. McFarlane, while he was National Security Adviser, or 
Oliver North regarding this issue? 

Attorney General Meese. I do remember—I just don’t—I am not 
sure about the date. That’s what’s troubling me. 

I do remember very vaguely that there was a discussion at one 
time with I believe Colonel North relating to his desire to have 
DEA agents, who were working in the Middle East, provide what 
assistance they might to the group that was interested in trying to 
obtain the release of the hostages. 

Mr. Rudman. Well, did you get the impression from that briefing 
that, as I believe I understand your previous statements, that this 
was an intelligence matter that they were dealing with as opposed 
to an operational matter? 

Attorney General Meese. It was primarily intelligence and sup- 
port utilizing assets which DEA agents had in the Middle East. 

Mr. Rudman. Were you informed at the time of your briefing on 
this, either by Colonel North or Mr. McFarlane, that, in fact, there 
would be extensive operational aspects of this and there would be 
private funds involved in the implementation of the plan? 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t believe that I was ever informed 
that the DEA agents would be involved in what I would describe as 
operations. It was my understanding they would be involved in in¬ 
telligence and support functions rather than operational functions. 

Mr. Rudman. I believe that is consistent with Mr. Lawn’s state¬ 
ments to the committee. 

Now, in light of that, we would have to conclude that the infor¬ 
mation that you were furnished concerning their activities did not 
accurately or fully describe what in fact they were going to do and 
in fact did; is that not correct? 

Attorney General Meese. Well, I am not acquainted with what 
precisely they did. I might also say that this gets into a very sensi¬ 
tive area, even at the present time. There are still activities ongo¬ 
ing in regard to our hostages, and yesterday morning, as a precau¬ 
tion, I talked with the Assistant to the President for National Secu¬ 
rity Affairs to verify that fact. 

So anything that would relate to details of operations that were 
previously conducted which may be still continuing or which may 
be comparable to things still continuing I believe should be taken 
up in executive session and I’d be happy to do that. 

Mr. Rudman. I agree fully. I have no intentions of discussing the 
operations whatsoever. I was just asking whether or not you were 
aware these were operational in nature. I think your answer is no. 

Attorney General Meese. Not what I would define as operational. 

Mr. Rudman. There was an executive order in existence at that 
time, 12333, and directive 159 under 12333 that were issued by the 
President, both of them. I assume you would agree that if in fact 
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this was operational, as this committee has evidence that it was, 
that someone—certainly not you, you didn’t, were not in a position 
to have the facts from our evidence—but someone should have 
sought a Presidential Finding or approval from the President; am I 
correct? 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct. There should have 
been a Finding. Indeed, there may have been one. I am not sure. 

Mr. Rudman. We have no evidence that there was. 

Did you ever give any instructions to Mr. Lawn of the DEA or 
the agents pertaining to the use of appropriated or non-appropri- 
ated funds? Were you present at any time when that might have 
been discussed? 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t recall any occasion on which 
the subject of appropriated or non-appropriated funds was dis¬ 
cussed. It could have been discussed in my presence, although I 
don’t recall at this time, or it could have been discussed perhaps in 
documents I saw, but in any event, I don’t have any recollection of 
that becoming an issue at any time or being presented to me as an 
issue. 

Mr. Rudman. Well, I think what we could observe—since the 
committee is largely involved in process, that is what the hearings 
are truly about—is there are some lessons to be learned in terms of 
the kind of information that the Nation's chief law enforcement of¬ 
ficer was receiving from people in the National Security Council 
and that the head of the DEA was receiving from the head and 
one of the deputies at the National Security Council, referring to 
Colonel North, as to things they wished you to do that you were 
not fully briefed on? 

Attorney General Meese. I agree, Senator. As a matter of fact, 
when the committee makes its recommendations, I have a number 
of thoughts along these lines that I would be happy to share with 
the committee at an appropriate time. 

I think one of the things that would contribute a great deal to 
what I talked about in my opening statement as far as improving 
the cooperation between the branches and improving generally the 
way in which sensitive projects are carried out is if there were a 
more rigorous set of procedures which would provide for Depart¬ 
ment of Justice participation in the formulation as well as in the 
approval of any covert activity and particularly one, of course, as 
you suggest in which DEA, a branch of the Department of Justice, 
might be involved. 

I also think that there are other techniques, including a clear 
provision, in case there’s anybody—anybody is in doubt that Find¬ 
ings should be in writing and that Findings should be circulated to 
the necessary members of the NSC, obviously in a way in which 
would protect their classified nature so that these can be reviewed 
with the kind of research you discussed earlier prior to a meeting 
in which a person is going to be required to give an opinion on 
that. 

Mr. Rudman. Well, you testified yesterday that you totally reject 
the notion that you told anybody there was such a thing as a 
mental finding. I assume you affirm that today? 

Attorney General Meese. I assume there can be a mental find¬ 
ing, but it is not something that I believe is either—should be, cer- 
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tainly, the basis for proceeding as though it were a Finding within 
the meaning of the statutes you are talking about. 

Mr. Rudman. In other words, what you are saying is that a 
President may decide that something ought to be done and advise 
people, but it’s got to be formalized if the statute is to have any 
chance of working? 

Attorney General Meese. I agree with that. I think that is the 
view also of our President. 

Mr. Rudman. I want to turn to another subject, the whole ques¬ 
tion of the money in the diversion. Although there is an independ¬ 
ent counsel now investigating the criminal aspects of this case, 
there is some amount of money in some Swiss bank accounts—we 
estimate $8 million, maybe slightly more—that will be a matter of 
some contention. I assume it eventually will be a civil matter for 
the Department of Justice. 

I want to just take you through some of Admiral Poindexter's 
testimony, General Meese. I'm going to—I’m going to summarize it, 
but I think I’ll summarize it very accurately because I have the 
transcript here if you like to look at it. 

Attorney General Meese. I wonder, Senator, if I might I just inter¬ 
ject one point? You raised the $8 million in Swiss bank accounts. 
There has been a lot of contention about this in the press. That is 
why I appreciate this opportunity to make one point. That is that 
during that phase of this matter when, prior to the appointment of 
an independent counsel, the Justice Department did take steps to 
freeze whatever assets might be in Swiss bank accounts and we are 
continuing to work with the cooperation of the independent coun¬ 
sel, portions of our Department that are working directly with the 
independent counsel, to maintain that situation, so that those 
assets presumably would be available at such time as the civil suit 
would be appropriate in a way that would not jeopardize but would 
complement what is being done by the independent counsel. 

Mr. Rudman. And I assume you agree with me that that is a 
matter with is truly within the department’s jurisdiction, not 
within the scope of the IC in terms of recovering those funds if 
they, in fact, should be recovered. That is a civil matter, I assume? 

Attorney General Meese. It is a civil matter. We are prepared to 
do whatever is necessary. We don’t want to interfere with what the 
independent counsel is doing. The independent counsel is author¬ 
ized under the statute to become involved in civil as well as crimi¬ 
nal matters and this is a matter in which our people are carefully 
coordinating with the independent counsel. 

Mr. Rudman. Let me just run through because as the Nation’s 
chief law enforcement officer, I think it is important with some of 
the testimony we have had here, some of it rather bizarre in my 
opinion- 

Attorney General Meese. I trust that refers to testimony prior to 
yesterday. 

Mr. Rudman. It does so far. 

Admiral Poindexter testified that government officials approved 
each arms transaction with the Iranians in advance, that the gov¬ 
ernment officials approved all non-price conditions of the arms 
sale, that government officials knew of the price being paid to Gen- 
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eral Secord for the arms before each sale, and that General Secord 
was expected to sell the weapons only to the Iranians. 

He further agreed that General Secord was, in effect, although 
he is not a lawyer, but was in general parlance an agent of the 
United States. 

That is his testimony, the highest-ranking official of this govern¬ 
ment who was involved in this transaction. 

Do you believe that all the money paid to General Secord less ap¬ 
propriate expenses that now remains belongs to the people of the 
United States and should be returned to the Treasury? 

Attorney General Mefse. Senator, again, without having all the 
facts other than what you have said and taking what you have pro¬ 
posed to me as a hypothetical situation based upon the testimony 
you have received, I would say that as a general matter, it is 
highly probable that those funds should be on a constructive trust 
theory or agency theory the property of the United States. 

Mr. Rudman. Do you have any current thoughts as to whether 
any other laws or laws—period—were violated by the diversion, I 
would suggest two possibilities, the Anti-Deficiency Act, which I'm 
sure you’re very familiar with, and the Miscellaneous Receipt of 
Money statute, which is 31 U.S. Code 3302(b)? 

Attorney General Meese. Senator, I think it is possible that 
those laws may be applicable. I am reluctant to make a statement 
for two reasons. 

One is to say that a crime has been committed without full pos¬ 
session of the facts and the ability to relate those facts to statute is 
something we generally don’t do in the Department of Justice; and 
two, this whole matter is under investigation by the independent 
counsel, and I would not want to have my viewpoint prejudice 
what he is doing. 

I am sure they will be ultimately answered by the investigation 
that he is conducting. 

Mr. Rudman. I assume that you would agree at the very mini¬ 
mum, and I understand your position and it’s a proper one for the 
Attorney General, that at the very least probable cause exists to 
look closely at those two statutes in light of the events that this 
committee and others have uncovered? 

Attorney General Meese. It does. 

As a matter c r fact, that was uncovered in our own inquiry be¬ 
cause on Monday the 24th of November, I asked our lawyers who 
were familiar with the facts to look into the same subject that you 
just raised to see if there were applicable statutes. 

They raised some of those same statutes and that was the reason 
why this was turned over to the Criminal Division for a criminal 
investigation to commence 25 November. 

Mr. Rudman. Thank you. I am going to turn to the Evans case, a 
case that you referred to in your opening statement. 

You are familiar, I assume,^with the case generally although 
maybe not all the specifics? 

Attorney General Meese. I am familiar with the case generally, 
Senator. I also am somewhat precluded from commenting on an on¬ 
going litigation that is now taking place in the courts. 

Mr. Rudman. I understand that. 
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Attorney General Meese. As to the general perimeters that you 
may want to ask about I will cooperate as much as I can. 

Mr. Rudman. I just want to talk about the public record on it. 
There is a public record. You referred to the Evans case in your 
statement, you didn’t name it, a case involving the sale of arms 
by—the alleged sale of arms by individuals to the Iranians; am I 
correct? 

Attorney General Meese. That is my understanding of the case. 

Mr. Rudman. I want to preface the next few questions with a 
remark that I guess you would agree with that just because the 
United States had a policy supported by Findings to sell arms to 
Iran for whatever reason, that is not exculpatory of individuals 
selling it for profit—we can agree on that, I assume? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir, as a matter of fact, there are 
wholly different sections of the laws relating to private activities 
and those activities engaged in lawfully by agents of the govern¬ 
ment. 

Mr. Rudman. I have a problem with this matter in terms of the 
administration of this case, which I think is illustrative of what 
happens with this. I would like to read something and see if you 
can explain it to us. 

You were asked by one of the defense counsel at the Justice De¬ 
partment questions about whether or not arms sales had been au¬ 
thorized to Iran. That was a defense motion. 

The U.S. Attorney in New York asked the Department, because 
Mr. Giuliani had to make pleadings, Mr. Giuliani, one of the most 
outstanding United States Attorneys in this country, I am sure you 
would agree—when you found out that that particular sale had not 
been authorized, was passed on to the U.S. Attorney in New York 
that they could make a declaration to that effect. 

Now, the thing that I am troubled with is in the pleading in the 
U.S. Court up in New York, this statement appears, this is an 
answer filed by the United States in response to a defendant’s 
motion. 

I want to read to you one paragraph. It says, “Obviously we 
intend to produce any documents indicating that the proposed 
transactions,” those that are a matter of that lawsuit up there, 
“that the proposed transactions were, in fact, sanctioned or that 
the foreign policy of the United States during the period of conspir¬ 
acies as charged in the indictment was to permit the shipment of 
U.S. arms to Iran.” 

So far so good. 

Then, “At this time, we are aware of none.” 

Now, at the time that this was filed in the United States District 
Court up in New York, September 16, 1986 or slightly thereafter, 
obviously the arms initiative to Iran wasn’t known. So essentially 
we had a statement here that the United States Attorney in 'New 
York, relying on information from main Justice, was filing that 
was false. 

Will you comment on that? 

Attorney General Meese. I have not seen that document, Sena¬ 
tor, and it would have—I would have to look at all of the aspects of 
it. But certainly the proposed transactions were not authorized, 
and I would have to know the context in which that was filed in 
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order to say that it was in fact false. Certainly nothing that was 
said by the Department to my knowledge would have given the 
U.S. Attorney's Office in New York a basis to make a statement 
such as that inasmuch as the only information that was provided 
that I know of by the Department, certainly by my office to the 
Criminal Division, was that this specific transaction was not au¬ 
thorized. 

Mr. Rudman. I am not going to spend a lot of time on it, General 
Meese, but let me simply say that when you look at this and I will 
make sure you get a copy, and I would like to have you comment 
for the record because I think it is a serious matter, although not 
involved here—there was no question when you read it and read 
the pleadings, you will agree with me that that statement stands 
on its own four legs. 

It says, “At this time, we are aware of none.” I get very con¬ 
cerned about United States Attorneys being put in the position of 
making affirmative misrepresentations to courts, and I am sure 
you are, too. 

Attorney General Meese. I suspect I am even more concerned 
about it than you are, Senator. 

Mr. Rudman. I hope so. 

Attorney General Meese. This is the kind of thing that may well 
be an error in language was made by an assistant U.S. Attorney, 
but I will have to look at that before I make a judgment, and I 
would appreciate a copy. 

Mr. Rudman. Let me move on to the Casey meeting. 

I want to start out by just making an observation based on some 
of your comments yesterday. 

I think it is important for this record to say something about the 
evidence on Mr. Casey. 

You testified that Colonel North advised you that only three 
people in the U.S. Government were aware of the diversion: Colo¬ 
nel North, Admiral Poindexter, and Bud McFarlane, who learned 
it pretty far along into the transaction; is that correct? 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct. 

Mr. Rudman. Admiral Poindexter testified that he did not know 
that Casey knew about the diversion. 

You are aware of that testimony, I am sure? 

Attorney General Meese. I am now that you have told me. I did 
not see that myself. 

Mr. Rudman. As a matter of fact, he expressed some surprise be¬ 
cause he had told Colonel North not to share that information with 
anyone. 

Both of those events took place while Mr. Casey was still alive. I 
am talking about the admiral’s knowledge in his mind that Casey 
didn’t know and Colonel North’s discussions with you in November 
of 1986. 

The only evidence that this committee has before it that Mr. 
Casey knew about the diversion was Colonel North’s testimony 
here, which was some several months after Mr. Casey died. 

Mr. Casey, it is my understanding from your testimony, denied to 
you that he had knowledge of the diversion before it was disclosed. 

Am I correct? 
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Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir, he told me and in my presence 
he told then Congressman Wright and a group of people gathered 
at the White House the same thing. 

Mr. Rudman. I just wanted to clear that record. 

Attorney General Meese. I am glad you did, Senator, because 
Mr. Casey, in my opinion, was one of the most honorable people 
that ever served the Government and served the people of the 
United States. I think the fact that he is not able to defend himself 
means that the record should not contain an assumption necessari¬ 
ly that at any time he was not telling the truth or lying when he 
made the statements that were made in various fora that I have 
discussed. 

Mr. Casey was, as I said, a person that I would believe without 
question, and I think that under the circumstances, I appreciate 
very much you bringing this up. 

Mr. Rudman. I think it is important because it will be a matter 
which will be in dispute in our report, I am sure, but I think it is 
curious that the only time we have this statement made is after 
Mr. Casey is no longer around to discuss it. 

Now we know that Mr. Casey had numerous meetings with Colo¬ 
nel North, 35 at Langley by count of our staff and others that we 
are aware of. 

I think it is important that the state of that evidence be known. I 
want to ask a few questions about that meeting that was covered 
yesterday. 

It is my understanding that just a few hours before your meeting 
with Casey, you learned about what we call the diversion memo; 
correct? 

Attorney General Meese. I learned about it, yes, sir. 

Mr. Rudman. I think it’s fair to say that you were shocked when 
Brad Reynolds told you about the existence of it? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir; I was. 

Mr. Rudman. As a matter of fact, your very able assistant, Mr. 
Cooper, described your comments with some politeness ard said 
that you exclaimed something like, “Oh, gosh, oh, darn,” I think he 
said. 

Attorney General Meese. I think that is close enough. 

Mr. Rudman. You thought it was pretty significant? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir; I did. 

Mr. Rudman. I mean, it raised a whole line of new issues in your 
mind? 

Attorney General Meese. It certainly did. 

Mr. Rudman. When you got to his house that night, he told you, 
of course, about the Furmark conversations, which indicated there 
might have been some Israeli involvement, some U.S. involvement, 
am I correct? 

Attorney General Meese. The bulk of that conversation was 
really about the Canadians and these money lenders and what they 
were griping about to Mr. Furmark, and that they were threaten¬ 
ing to go public with this thing and even commence a lawsuit. That 
was the principal subject, and he also indicated to me, I believe at 
that time, that he had some documents relating to that that he 
would send me. 
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Mr. Rudman. He also, I believe, told you the Canadians were 
claiming that money from this transaction had been diverted to 
-• other U.S. and Israeli projects; is that correct? 

Attorney General Meese. Not in as many words. What he said 
was that Mr. Furmark had told them that as a means of pressing 
their claim, they would even say that moneys had been used for 
other U.S. and Israeli projects, and it was clear to me that what 
Mr. Furmark had said to Mr. Casey was, as he related it, not that 
Mr. Furmark believed that had happened or Mr. Casey believed 
that had happened, but that they were going to use that as lever¬ 
age to try to get the United States to pick up the difference in 
what they felt they were owed. 

Mr. Rudman. I think that is precisely right. I think that is exact¬ 
ly what occurred, and here is my question that flows from that. 
Didn’t you draw a connection at that point between this memo 
which had really shocked you and your associates just a few hours 
before, and here now you are hearing a story about other uses or 
diversions of U.S. funds? Did you make a connection in your own 
mind at that point? 

Attorney General Meese. I didn’t make a connection in the sense 
of saying this must be connected, but rather I put in my mind this 
is going to deserve further investigation after we find out what the 
so-called diversion memo was about itself, and whether in fact that 
had happened. 

Mr. Rudman. But you chose for reasons you explained yesterday 
not to ask Casey about the specific diversion that you were aware 
of? 

Attorney General Meese. ies, sir. I chose not to talk to anyone 
about that actually until we learned more about it and found out 
what we had and went into it in a systematic way rather than a 
casual way. 

Mr. Rudman. Let me just give you a problem with that and I 
would like you to respond. It’s a problem that others have. It seems 
to me there is a fundamental conflict in that and it may be a con¬ 
flict because we don’t understand your state of mind at that point. 
Hindsight is 20/20. Even giving it that, you claim, and I believe 
you, that you had not thought of this as a criminal investigation 
even at that point, I take it; is that correct? 

Attorney General Meese. That is right, it was not a criminal in¬ 
vestigation at that point and at that point we didn't even know 
whether this memo accurately portrayed anything that had hap¬ 
pened. 

Mr. Rudman. If it wasn’t criminal then, it was something else. It 
was political, it was just a problem with a capital “P” but it wasn’t 
criminal? 

Attorney General Meese. I would call it a factfinding inquiry to 
determine what in fact had happened in the implementation of a 
governmental policy, administrative in nature rather than crimi¬ 
nal. 

Mr. Rudman. I’ll accept that. And if it was not criminal and it 
was administrative and you were trying to find facts, the thing 
some of us have difficulty with is, since you weren’t worried about 
anybody being involved in a crime, why didn’t you ask your close 
and trusted friend Bill Casey? Listen, you have heard this story 
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about Canadian investors. Let me tell you about something that ac¬ 
tually happened, we think. Why didn’t you do that and ask him 
right then and there? That is very puzzling to many people. 

Attorney General Meese. I’m glad you gave me the chance to 
answer that because it certainly isn’t puzzling to me. I’ve gone into 
complex factfinding inquiries before, spent a good portion of my 
life as a lawyer doing those kinds of things. One of the things you 
do is you follow particular leads and get the information on those 
leads before you start asking people who were not otherwise in¬ 
volved about them, and that was what I was doing on that occa¬ 
sion. 

Even, as I mentioned yesterday, even as close a friend as Mr. 
Casey, I felt it was better to find out all that we could know with 
the person who, to our knowledge, would probably have the most 
information about it, in this case Colonel North, before I started 
talking with Mr. Casey about it or Secretary Weinberger or any of 
the other people who might possibly have information. 

Chairman Inouye. May I interrupt to announce that a vote is 
now pending in the House of Representatives. This will explain 
their absence. They did not run away from you. 

Attorney General Meese. Thank you Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rudman. Mr. Attorney General, I have a couple more areas 
to go into. I want to talk about the North interview. 

At the end of that interview, you showed Colonel North the 
memorandum and you asked him several questions about it, you 
and your associates did, am I correct? 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct. Actually, it was in the 
middle of the interview roughly, after about an hour of discussion. 

Mr. Rudman. One of the questions asked was whether or not 
there was a cover memorandum that indicated some approval of 
some kind, am I correct? 

Attorney General Meese. That came up in the course of the ques¬ 
tion that was asked as to whether the President knew about this or 
whether this had been shown to the President, and he said, “Is 
there a cover memo?” and I understood what he was talking about 
because the memorandum that we had at that time was not the 
kind of thing you would give directly to the President; it was the 
kind of thing that might be attached as an addendum to a decision 
memo to the President. And, of course, we said that no such cover 
memo had been found. 

Mr. Rudman. Of course, at that point you asked him whether 
there were any other files that might contain those memos, is that 
correct? 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct. 

Mr. Rudman. Do you remember what his response was? 

Attorney General Meese. I believe that he said he didn’t know 
but he would check, or words to that effect. But that was really in 
regard not to files that were of the type we had seen. I was asking 
him whether there was a separate file kept by the National Securi¬ 
ty Council staff of approved policy documents where the President 
had approved them. I thought that there might possibly be a file of 
Presidential memoranda where once the President signed off on it, 
it was kept separate in a more secure environment than, say, 
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normal routine memoranda such as the ones we saw. I say routine 
meaning the process, not in terms of its contents. 

Mr. Rudman. I want to get to that point right there. At that 
point in time there were several things that existed that in the 
minds of some, at least, were major alarm bells that were going off 
that maybe this wasn’t just the matter that you had thought it 
was. 

Number one, you certainly had enough evidence in the few days 
before this that some strange things were going on in terms of 
statements that people were going to be making to the Congress, 
people in the State Department saying that statement is not right, 
people telling you things which subsequently—and Mr. Cooper— 
which subsequently turned out to be, I’ll say, if not true, certainly 
misleading. You certainly had some concerns at that point that 
some things were going on down there that didn’t make much 
sense. Is that a fair observation? 

Attorney General Meese. I would say, as I did yesterday, that we 
had concerns that there were differences in recollection that should 
be resolved, yes. 

Mr. Rudman. There were some major differences in recollection. 

We are talking about something where obviously you have either 
got a cover story or you have got somebody with a terrible memory 
who’s confusing oil-drilling equipment with missiles? 

Attorney General Meese. Actually, what we had was a situation, 
Senator, in which different people who were in different parts of 
the world had differing recollections, which were easily explainable 
in terms of the fact that the people who couldn’t remember par¬ 
ticular things or remembered them differently were occupied in 
probably the biggest event in the history of the Presidency, Presi¬ 
dent Reagan’ 3 meeting with the General Secretary of the Soviet 
Union, and to me it was understandable that they didn’t have pin¬ 
point recollection or even general recollection. 

I have been in situations with the President, and quite frankly 
the big event shuts almost everything else out of your memory. 

Mr. Rudman. Well, that may be. 

Attorney General Meese. So those were the reasons why it didn’t 
seem particularly strange to me, but it certainly did raise issues in 
which there were differences of recollection that I felt ought to be 
resolved. 

Mr. Rudman. If that didn’t set off a loud alarm bell, certainly 
the diversion must have set off sirens? 

Attorney General Meese. No question at all—that it did. 

Mr. Rudman. At this point you have Colonel North, who is a 
can-do fellow who’s carrying out orders. He’s sitting in your office 
and he tells you that he will try to find some things for you. I 
just- 

Attorney General Meese. No. No, I asked him the question. I 
didn’t ask him to find anything. I asked him the question, “Is there 
a separate file of Presidential documents?” He said, “I don’t know; 
I’ll check.” We didn’t leave it at that. I sent my people over to talk 
with Admiral Poindexter the next day to see if there was such a 
file. 
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Mr. Rudman. I understand that, but he obviously indicated he 
would check on it? You didn’t ask him to do that but he said he 
would? I understand that. 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, but we certainly didn't leave it at 
that. We went ahead and found out for ourselves whether there 
was any such separate file. 

Mr. Rudman. My question is a simple one in light of what we 
now all know. Even if the conflicts in memory were just that, they 
weren't, of course, but they might have appeared to be, and then 
you found the diversion memo. Didn’t you have any concerns at all 
to let the fellow who was in the center of this back to where all 
those records were in terms of your factfinding investigation, even 
assuming it was not a criminal matter? 

Attorney General Meese. Senator, none of the people who were 
there had any such concerns, including myself. One of the reasons 
we didn’t is we had already been showed all the records. Our 
people had completed their search and their review of all the 
records that had been given to us by Admiral Poindexter and his 
people. 

Mr. Rudman. Of course, you know what happened thereafter 
from testimony. I believe you know. 

Attorney General Meese. I understand that there was some 
shredding, although I do understand that most of the shredding 
had been done prior to our people even getting on the premises and 
most of it had been done prior to the meeting with Colonel North. 

Mr. Rudman. There was some left, evidently, because we have 
White House records supplied to us by the Secret Service that show 
that Colonel North went back to his office that night, sometime 
after his meeting, and was there till roughly 4:00 in the morning, 
and when one of the secretaries came in the next morning, the 
shredder bag was full. So I dare say there might have been some¬ 
thing there that you might have found interesting? 

Attorney General Meese. It may be that there were. I don’t 
know. 

Did the committee, when they talked to Colonel North, ask him 
what documents he did in fact shred? 

Mr. Rudman. I don’t think Colonel North had a clear recollec¬ 
tion of what documents were shredded. I think there were so many 
that were shredded over a period of time that some of them were, I 
am sure, legitimately part of the National Security files and others, 
of course, we will never know. That, of course, is one of the mqjor 
problems. 

I guess I’ll get to this question and reserve the balance of my 
time and yield to my friend from Maine. 

I want to ask you what is probably the single-most important 
question that we can ask you, which is one that none of us under¬ 
stand, and if you can explain it to us, we v r ould be very grateful. 

By the morning that it was decided that Colonel North and Ad¬ 
miral Poindexter would be relieved of their posts, although you had 
major portions of the story, to your credit, there were many things 
that you didn’t-have. You didn’t know how much money was in¬ 
volved from the people who were involved with it. You didn’t know 
who the agents were. You didn’t know who else in government 
knew. I could go on. 
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One thing came through loud and clear from both Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter and Colonel North: No matter what else you might want to 
say about their testimony, it was clear, at least to me, that they 
were very loyal to this President and they were very loyal institu¬ 
tionally to the office of Commander in Chief and the President, and 
what we have a hard time in understanding is, I understand the 
pressure; but we are talking about maybe 1 or 2 more days; how is 
it that the President, through his Attorney General, or the Presi¬ 
dent directly on your recommendation did not get these two people 
into an office at the White House before they left, before an inde¬ 
pendent prosecutor, before you even thought it was a criminal 
matter, and asked to write not a chronology but a report on who 
did what to whom and when and how it was paid for? Why didn’t 
you get the whole story that would have foreshortened our job, Mr. 
Attorney General, by a matter of months? Obviously, there might 
have been facts disclosed at that time that we still don’t know. 

Attorney General Meese. First of all, we did know much of the 
things you mentioned. We did know how much money was in¬ 
volved. Colonel North had told us that he thought that there was 
about—there had been in this one particular situation about $12 
million involved, and he felt that that had happened two or three 
times. That was the basis for my estimate during the news confer¬ 
ence, that it was somewhere between $10- and $30 million that was 
involved. So we did have the word from Colonel North already at 
that time as to how much money was involved. 

Secondly, as to who the agents were, Colonel North in his de¬ 
scription of what he had told us, and we had no reason to think he 
would change that on further questioning, indicated how this had 
happened, I related that yesterday, and indicated that he was the 
one who had worked with the Democratic Resistance Forces in set¬ 
ting up of the bank accounts and who was doing the different ac¬ 
tions. 

And, thirdly, he had already told us, as had Admiral Poindexter, 
who in the Government knew, so we knew exactly what their story 
was on those points. 

I think those are all reasons why we knew a great deal at that 
time. But to go on, at that point there was no doubt in my mind 
that it was in fact a criminal investigation that would be needed 
to ensue, and therefore we did bring the criminal division or the 
criminal attorneys and the FBI into it immediately, and they 
would have been the ones to question both Admiral Poindexter and 
Colonel North. And by the time they were prepared to do that, of 
course, they had gotten attorneys. 

Mr. Rudman. That may be, Mr. Attorney General, but I would 
submit to you, having great respect for the criminal justice system, 
that under these extraordinary circumstances that two members of 
the Armed Forces, a rear admiral and a lieutenant colonel, both 
with distinguished military careers, with all that you have said 
being so, would have been able to tell their Commander in Chief 
anything he asked them, and I’m just surprised that someone 
didn’t put them into that situation and thus avoid the country 
much of the agony. 

For instance, had we had a statement from Admiral Poindexter 
in writing signed and witnessed as to what he told this committee 
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dated the 25th day of November, I dare say that we wouldn’t have 
any lights in here at all. 

Attorney General Meese. The interesting thing, Senator, is that 
what he told this committee when he was here was exactly what 
he had told me in terms of the President’s knowledge or anyone 
else in the White House. 

Mr. Rudman. But, of course, by the time he left the White 
House, that statement was unavailable to this committee. 

Attorney General Meese. No. 

Mr. Rudman. Oh, yes. 

Attorney General Meese. I am saying he told me exactly what he 
told the committee. So suppose he had said to anyone else 2 days 
later what he told me on Monday, the 24th, how would that have 
made any difference? 

Mr. Rudman. I think a great difference would have been if we 
had had from Admiral Poindexter before he left the White House, 
and Colonel North, a written description of what they did and what 
authority he had. I think there was an obligation to do that to the 
President. Let me just wind up. 

Attorney General Meese. Senator, let me also say the President 
could not have ordered them to do that without reading them their 
rights under section, I believe, 31 or 32 of the Uniform Code of 
Military Justice. A whole different set of circumstances had come 
into play by that time than what we had when I talked with Colo¬ 
nel North and when I talked with Admiral Poindexter on the 23d 
and 24th. 

Mr. Rudman. I agree. 

Attorney General Meese. People have even made the statement, 
“I should have read him his Miranda rights.” Obviously, there was 
no reason to read him at that time. But by the 25th, tnere certain¬ 
ly was reason to read him his Article 32 rights or Article 31—as 
the case may be—under the Uniform Code of Military Justice. 

Mr. Rudman. I think, all things being equal, taking Colonel 
North’s testimony that he would “literally stand on his head” if or¬ 
dered by the Commander In Chief, it would have been time to have 
a little history made and have them read their Article 31 or 32 
rights. I think this matter was so important that the President of 
the United States was entitled to all of the facts from his two sub¬ 
ordinates before they left the White House, criminal charges not¬ 
withstanding. That is my view. 

Attorney General Meese. My view, Senator, is that we had all of 
that information before they left the White House and that not one 
thing that has been said since that time by Admiral Poindexter, 
and only in the case of Mr. Casey has it varied from what we were 
told on that Sunday and Monday. 

Mr. Rudman. Well, you would agree, I expect, with Secretary of 
State Shultz, who said that at the time that all of this was happen¬ 
ing, the people that were advising the President—he was not 
speaking of the Attorney General, he was speaking of the people at 
the NSC—had kind of a built-in conflict of interest, that they were 
hoping the great communicator would bail them out. You would 
agree the President was not well served by his people when he was 
trying to make a forthright statement to the American people, not 
only wasn’t the President dealt with very accurately, but you were 
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not dealt with, it seems to me, in an open and direct way. Would 
you agree with that? 

Attorney General Meese. I think there were instances where 
that occurred, yes. 

Mr. Rudman. Thank you, Mr. Attorney General. I will reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Chairman Inouye. Senator Cohen is recognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. Cohen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I think the record should 
show the equal division of time by the chairman and vice chairman 
of the committee is really on New Hampshire mean time. I appre¬ 
ciate Senator Rudman for accommodating me. 

Mr. Attorney General, yesterday I was a bit confused initially 
with Mr. Van Cleve's asking you several questions calling the in¬ 
vestigation a factfinding inquiry. On a couple of occasions, I think 
you indicated one time you were asked to assemble facts, and then 
you, in the same paragraph, said a factual overview. I assume that 
you associate this with a factfinding inquiry, your investigation 
from the 21st of November through the 25th? 

Attorney General Meese. I considered my activities a factfinding 
inquiry, also a factual overview, and also a review of the facts. 

Mr. Cohen. All the same thing? 

Attorney General Meese. All the same thing. 

Mr. Cohen. I was curious on January 7th, 1986, you apparently 
were brought into the meeting that occurred in the White House 
pretty cold? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cohen. I think you indicated you may have had a meeting 
the day before. You had been apprised of that but had no recollec¬ 
tion of that. But as of January 7th, you were brought in and asked 
to give an opinion as to the wisdom of going forward with this so- 
called Iranian Initiative? 

Attorney General Meese. I wasn’t asked to give an opinion in 
that sense. I was asked to participate in the discussion, and I was 
asked to concur in some legal views. 

Mr. Cohen. Did you not indicate that you favored the initiative 
going forward? 

Attorney GeneraL Meese. Yes. I was asked what my opinion was, 
as were others there. 

Mr. Cohen. Isn't that an opinion? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, but not in the sense of being the 
sole person to give an opinion. As one of a group in a discussion, 
yes. My opinion was asked during the discussion. 

Mr. Cohen. All I am getting at is you were brought in, and this 
is the first time you had any information concerning this. You 
were not aware, for example, of the conversations Bud McFarlane 
had back in July of 1985 and August of 1985. You were not aware 
of the decisions in September or October pertaining to the ship¬ 
ment of HAWK spare parts? You were not aware of the December 
7 th meeting even though your records—you thought you were 
there? 

Attorney General Meese. No. I never thought I was there. 

Mr. Cohen. Someone apparently thought you were at that meet¬ 
ing? 
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Attorney General Meese. Only people who didn’t know what was 
going on. I knew very clearly I was in Vienna on the day of that 
meeting. 

Mr. Cohen. So you had no basic background in this entire initia¬ 
tive prior to January 7th? 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct. 

Mr. Cohen. You were called upon to, as a member of the NSC, as 
such, to give an opinion as to your judgment as to whether, who 
should go forward at that time, correct? 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct. 

Mr. Cohen. You were aware of Operation Staunch that the Sec¬ 
retary of State was very much concerned about in terms of trying 
to persuade our European allies and others not to sell weapons to 
the Iranians? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir. I was generally aware of it. 

Mr. Cohen. And the Department of Justice also, I think, had a 
fairly active antiterrorist program it was promoting? 

Attorney General Meese. Very definitely. 

Mr. Cohen. What was it that led you to decide in favor of going 
forward under those circumstances where the Secretary of State, 
the Secretary of Defense were vehemently opposed to the sale of 
weapons to the Iranians as part of this package? 

Attorney General Meese. Well, there were several things, Sena¬ 
tor Cohen. I described it since that time as a 51-49 percent type of 
judgment which could have gone either way. The principal things 
that were involved were, first of all, the statements that had been 
made to us, I believe, by Admiral Poindexter that the Israelis had 
talked to them about the fact that there were elements within the 
factions in the Iranian Government that were willing to develop a 
channel of communication with the United States. I had been very 
much concerned as a member of the National Security Council, 
studying that whole region, about the Soviet threat to that region 
and about the high probability that any continuation of the Iran- 
Iraq war could create a vulnerable situation which the Soviets 
would be able to capitalize on what was happening in that region. 

So, secondly, we were very much concerned about the way in 
which events had turned since 1979, that what had been a rather 
staunch ally of the United States in that area was now an implaca¬ 
ble foe, and it was a great desire on my part, as it was on many 
there, to develop a means of establishing an improved rapport for 
the future with the Government that either might follow the Kho¬ 
meini, which some day that will have to happen, or any other 
change in the Government that might take place. 

Mr. Cohen. You had no prior discussions about the need to 
change the relationship with Iran and the United States? 

Attorney General Meese. Oh, sure. 

Mr. Cohen. Oh, you had? 

Attorney General Meese. This had happened on many occasions, 
going back to 1981, when we had overviews of the geopolitical situ¬ 
ation in the world. 

Mr. Cohen. But all of those came back negative in terms of 
trying to establish a relationship based upon any transfer of arms? 

Attorney General Meese. Well, I don’t think the subject of trans¬ 
fer of arms had ever been brought up. I think it was a matter 
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rather of the desire to have an improved geopolitical situation. I 
think also we were all concerned about the Iran-Iraq war and what 
that was doing, and, indeed, had that initiative been successful, we 
might not have some of the problems we are having today. 

There was also the aspect of terrorism, and there was representa¬ 
tions made to us at that meeting that this particular element 
within the Government was trying to lead Iran away from support 
of or participation in terrorism, and, finally—and this was certain¬ 
ly a factor—there was an indication that these elements did have 
some influence upon the Hizballah or other forces in Lebanon that 
were holding our hostages and that as a means of obtaining their 
assistance in trying to get the release of those hostages, this would 
be one aspect of the total initiative. 

Mr. Cohen. That was a consequence then? 

Attorney General Meese. No. That was a part of the initiative. 
That was one of the signs of good faith, but also one of the possible 
results or anticipated results, actually. And furthermore, it was de¬ 
scribed to us that we would be involved only with small quantities 
of defensive weapons which would not alter the balance or contrib¬ 
ute particularly to increased terrorism or to affecting the war 
through the weapons as opposed to affecting the war through the 
activities that these particular—this particular element would 
engage in. 

Those were the factors that I had in mind when I agreed with 
the Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs and 
the Director of Central Intelligence that on a close call, I thought it 
was worth trying. 

Mr. Cohen. I believe at that time you indicated that you recalled 
the William French Smith opinion? 

Attorney General Meese. As to the means, yes. The question was 
asked of me, would it be—Bill Casey, I believe said to me, as you 
know, this can be done through the National Security Act rather 
than the Arms Export Control Act, as Bill Smith’s opinion indicat¬ 
ed, and I remember very clearly, because there had been quite a 
NSC discussion of that whole matter in relation to another situa¬ 
tion in 1981. 

Mr. Cohen. So Director Casey raised the William French Smith 
opinion? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir; he did. 

Mr. Cohen. And you recalled that? 

Attorney General Meese. I recalled that very clearly. 

Mr. Cohen. You didn’t have to look at the opinion? 

Attorney General Meese. No. I recalled the opinion very well, be¬ 
cause I had studied it very extensively back in 1981 when it was 
first issued. 

Mr. Cohen. Didn't the opinion also contain the following lan¬ 
guage: “In order to satisfy the congressional reporting require¬ 
ments imposed on the Secretary of Defense under DOD Appropria¬ 
tion Authorization Acts and on you by the Intelligence Oversight 
Act of 1980, the House and Senate Intelligence Committees should 
be informed of this proposal and the President’s determination”? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, it did. 

Mr. Cohen. That wasn’t applied in this particular case? 
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Attorney General Meese. That was a separate issue. Then the 
issue was raised at that meeting on the 7th, can the President—I 
think everybody there was in agreement that the President should 
delay notification of Congress, and I was asked, "Is this legal?” I 
said I believed it was under the provisions of the National Security 
Act, but I would want to check that by reading the statute. 

Mr. Cohen. Yesterday- 

Attorney General Meese. And, in fact, I did. 

Mr. Cohen. Yesterday you indicated in your judgment, at least 
the way in which it was portrayed at that time, that you contem¬ 
plated and everyone else contemplated a period of rougnly 30- to 60 
days during which time the hostages would be back, as soon as 
they were on board ship in the Mediterranean, Congress would be 
notified? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes. Actually aboard a plane is what I 
understood it to be. But it would be a relatively short period. Al¬ 
though while that was not definitive in terms of this, it certainly 
made it easier to come to the conclusion that timely notification 
could be delayed. 

Mr. Cohen. How would that further the relationship for the Ira¬ 
nian moderates if we were to within that 30- to 60-day period get all 
of our hostages, assuming that we could, put them on board either 
a plane or a ship, notify Congress, run the risk as everyone was 
concerned about this leaking, and consider having a long-term rela¬ 
tionship with the Iranians? Wouldn’t that totally wipe out the so- 
called first channel or later the second channel if in fact we—once 
we got our hostages back, now is the time to notify Congress and 
run the same risks of leaks that we were unwilling to run before? 

Attorney General Meese. Well, I think two things. First, it cer¬ 
tainly would not have posed a risk to the hostages, and that was 
one of the risks. 

And, secondly, I think that having had that successful aspect of 
it, that it was less likely that we would run those risks. Certainly 
the Iranians could be much more removed from the situation than 
to be directly involved in sensitive negotiations with the Hizballah. 

Mr. Cohen. Mr. Attorney General, I just want to make the point 
again that I think the administration has overstated the case in 
trying to hold out the fear of a leak coming from one of the leader¬ 
ship, either the House or Senate, on this issue that it would jeop¬ 
ardize the lives of hostages. I think it is clear from the record that 
we are entrusted with many many covert actions that certainly in¬ 
volve the risk of lives, involves many more millions of dollars than 
were involved in this particular case. Yet the Congress has been 
trusted. 

I would venture to say I think the reason that we were not to be 
entrusted with this operation, number one, because it was an ex¬ 
pressed contradiction to the public policy adopted by the adminis¬ 
tration, namely trading weapons with the Iranians; and, number 
two, that the administration was so deeply divided. I am struck by 
the notion that somehow Congress could not have been trusted 
with this information about the transfer of weapons to Iran when I 
look down the list of those who knew. We have Ghorba, the Irani¬ 
an, who has been described as a professional or pathological liar. 
We had Adnan Khashoggi, who is an international Financier. We 
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have Mr. Furmark, and we can talk about him in a moment; we 
have two Canadian businessmen; we have Rafael Quintero; Mr. 
Nir; Nimrodi; Mr. Schwimmer; Mr. Ledeen; Mr. Clines; Mr. Secord; 
Mr. Hakim; but not Bob Dole, or Robert Byrd, or Lee Hamilton, or 
Dick Cheney, or not Speaker O’Neill or Bob Michel. That really 
troubles me. 

Attorney General Meese. Senator, I can only say as an observer, 
because I can share your concern, quite frankly, the one thing I am 
convinced is that in the President’s mind, and certainly my mind 
as well, this delay in complying with this timely notification re¬ 
quirement was solely out of concern for the jeopardy of the hos¬ 
tages and the elements in Iran. 

The other aspects, whether there was a divided administration, 
or whether there was some policy differences that might come from 
this, certainly was not a consideration in my mind, and I am sure 
it was not in the President’s mind. 

I also would say that I think personally it should—that there 
should be few, if ever, instances, and this was one of the very rare 
instances where this administration has not immediately provided 
prior notification. I have been present, for example, in the Grenada 
rescue effort where those same officials you mentioned were 
brought down in my presence. I think it is a very rare thing that 
would happen. 

That it why this was—that is why I am convinced that in the 
mind of the President, rightfully so, in the mind of others there, 
this was such a rare situation that also key people within the ad¬ 
ministration were not even notified. So it was not, in any way, a 
slight, I don’t think, a deliberate slight of Congress as opposed to 
the administration. 

I think most of us are as much concerned or more concerned 
with leaks in the Executive Branch than we are with the Intelli¬ 
gence Committees or the leadership of the Congress. I assure you 
that it is my own view that notification of Congress is not only im¬ 
portant from the standpoint of complying with the provisions of 
the law, but also is the best way to have support for those kinds of 
initiatives, whatever they might be. 

I might say this administration, of course, is not alone. The pre¬ 
vious administration on, I think, three different instances used the 
same technique of delaying timely notification. 

Mr. Cohen. Not 14 months’ delay that I am aware of. 

Attorney General Meese. I don t know what the delays were. I 
just know there were those instances. 

Mr. Cohen. When did you first learn about the off-the-shelf, self- 
sustaining fund that was designed for the use of other covert activi¬ 
ties? 

Attorney General Meese. I’m sorry. 

Mr. Cohen. The off-the-shelf, self-sustaining fund to be set up by 
the sale of American weapons to the Iranians through the so-called 
agents or middlemen—inflate the price and use a portion of the 
price to go to the Contras and other operat ions. 

When did you first learn about that? 

Attorney General Meese. I would think that you are talking now 
about the diversion scheme as we’ve come to know it here? 
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Mr. Cohen. Beyond the diversion scheme; I am talking about 
that fund sitting over there in a Swiss account which had funds for 
other projects that Bill Casey mentioned to you about the allega¬ 
tions coming from Furmark and Canadian businessmen dealing 
with other American-Israeli projects, when did you first learn 
about that? 

Attorney General Meese. Bill Casey never talked to me about 
any fund. All Bill Casey told me on the evening of the 22d of No¬ 
vember was that these people were threatening to say that money 
had been used for other projects. 

As far as a fund in terms of what you talk about, off-the-shelf 
funding and all that sort of thing, I don't believe I learned any of 
those details to the extent I know them until these hearings com¬ 
menced and a great deal of that information was portrayed here. 

Mr. Cohen. Is it fair to say if such a fund were set up, it would 
require notice certainly to the President and to the Congress of the 
United States if covert activities were to be carried out using those 
or any other funds? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cohen. Now, according to the testimony, Director Casey, 
Colonel North, Admiral Poindexter and even some members of this 
committee thought the diversion was a fairly neat idea, and it 
struck me that, after all, this is the ultimate covert hat trick. 

We trick the Ayatollah, we trick the Sandinistas, and we trick 
the Congress itself because we ended up using funds for a program 
which it thought it had prohibited. 

And I was wondering, what is wrong with that particular ar¬ 
rangement? What is basically wrong with it? 

Attorney General Meese. Well, I think for one thing using funds 
in a way if it were illegal to deceive the Congress— First of all, I 
think deceiving the Congress in any way is not a good idea. 

Mr. Cohen. I agree with you. 

Attorney General Meese. I think that is one of the aspects. 

I think again there’s some things that have to be done in a 
covert manner, but again the processes of notifying Congress and of 
obtaining congressional support of the leadership for these things 
is very important. 

Mr. Cohen. You knew intuitively, the moment the question of di¬ 
version arose, that there was something wrong with that? 

Attorney General Meese. Absolutely. I knew that it was unau¬ 
thorized. And I knew it was a violation of the implementation of 
the President’s policy. 

I also knew that it had a tremendously adverse impact or poten¬ 
tially an adverse impact on the very thing that was trying to be 
done, mainly assistance to the Freedom Fighters in Nicaragua. 

Mr. Cohen. Would you agree that the Economy Act was never 
designed to allow a transfer from the U.S. Government to a third 
party, but rather the Economy Act was designed to allow transfers 
from the Department of Defense to the CIA, and we don’t want to 
have one department charging or making a profit at the expense of 
the other, but there was never any intent to allow U.S. taxpayer- 
owned property to be sold under the Economy Act at an inflated 
price so that the profits could be used for something else? 
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Attorney General Meese. I am satisfied that is consistent with 
the intent of the Act, yes, sir. 

Mr. Cohen. Could I inquire, Mr. Attorney General, why did you 
advise Colonel North to get an attorney as of Friday, which would 
have been November 21st? 

Attorney General Meese. I did not advise him to get an attorney. 

Mr. Cohen. You did not? 

Attorney General Meese. No, sir. I have no recollection of ever 
talking to Colonel North about getting an attorney. 

Mr. Cohen. All right. Because at that point there was no reason 
for him to get an attorney, was there? 

Attorney General Meese. Not that I knew of. 

Mr. Cohen. As far as you were concerned, everything had been 
authorized—as far as the sale of weapons to the Iranians, the 
President had signed off on that, and as far as the covert activity 
or secret activity with the Contras, that was expressly or implicitly 
adopted by the President, so there was no wrongdoing there? 

Attorney General Meese. So far as I knew, there was no reason 
for him to get an attorney and indeed I never—as I say, I don’t 
recall ever having any conversation with him whatsoever about 
getting an attorney. 

Mr. Cohen. I was curious, in response to Senator Rudman’s in¬ 
quiry about the diversion situation, about the only consistent testi¬ 
mony we have is the nature of the expletive you used. Everybody 
recalls exactly what you said when you were finally confronted 
with that diversion—very clear. All the people involved know what 
you said. 

But something obviously changed in your mind from that point 
on. It was no longer simply a sort of a factfinding inquiry on a civil 
matter. Something went off in your head, I think you used the 
word “a siren”—Senator Rudman said sirens must have been going 
off and you agreed. 

Attorney General Meese. I agreed it was a wholly different situa¬ 
tion than the one we started with at noon on the 21st of November. 

Mr. Cohen. It became so on Saturday after you talked with Di¬ 
rector Casey, more so, because then you learned about the so-called 
Canadian businessmen seeking to perhaps extort money out of the 
United States? 

Attorney General Meese. No. I honestly didn’t think that that 
had any particular relation. I didn’t think that that had any con¬ 
nection. 

There was nothing Mr. Casey told me that would indicate it did, 
although it was worth coming back to and looking at later on to 
see if there might be a connection. 

Quite frankly, when I got the documents the following Wednes¬ 
day that related in much more detail, again there was no connec¬ 
tion. 

Mr. Cohen. You certainly found a connection as of Sunday after¬ 
noon after you talked to Colonel North? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cohen. At that point in time, hadn’t—in your vast experi¬ 
ence as a prosecutor in California and elsewhere on the part of this 
Government, at that point in time, once you learned from Colonel 
North himself that indeed a diversion had taken place, didn't that 
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click in your mind that now we had the potential for the violation 
of criminal statutes? 

Attorney General Meese. We had the possibility of criminal stat¬ 
utes being violated or at least the potential for that. That is why I 
indeed had people look in to see whether there were criminal stat¬ 
utes. 

Mr. Cohen. Basically it is no longer a factfinding inquiry or over¬ 
sight. Something went off in your mind that said wait a minute, we 
have got a serious problem, not only about the diversion memo but 
now we have it from Colonel North himself that funds were in fact 
diverted. 

In your mind, at least, it is no longer a civil inquiry; you are 
leading up now at this point in your mind, as a former prosecutor, 
that there is the very real possibility of a violation of existing law? 

Attorney General Meese. I didn’t know of the violation of any ex¬ 
isting law at that time. What was in my mind—my mind set at 
that time was we had a continuing civil inquiry but there was a 
potential in the future for determining it might have criminal im¬ 
plications, which in fact had occurred—or at least suspicions along 
that line had occurred by the following evening sufficient that we 
were able the next day to refer to the Criminal Division. 

Mr. Cohen. I found it somewhat curious, Mr. Attorney General, 
that all of the evidence involving Presidential knowledge and ap¬ 
proval of the Israeli transfers was either altered or shredded. 

Do you have any idea why such an effort was made to either 
alter the evidence or destroy it with respect to that transaction? 

Attorney General Meese. Obviously the Pres^.ntial Finding 
that was signed on the 17th of January is still in existence. I be¬ 
lieve the committee has copies of thaf 

Mr. Cohen. I am talking about prior to January 17. 

Attorney General Meese. Apparently— I don’t know. 

Mr. Cohen. What is the problem? Is it because there was no 
Finding? We know that the President believed he gave an oral 
Finding? Was it because it was retroactive in application? 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t know. We found numerous doc¬ 
uments relating to that. There were numerous memoranda in the 
NSC. 

Mr. Cohen. They were all altered. 

Attorney General Meese. Why they were altered, I don’t know. 

Mr. Cohen. To reflect it was not a United States either authori¬ 
zation or—indeed, almost no acquiescence. I don’t understand what 
the effort was to portray this as somebody else’s idea and the U.S. 
had no connection at that time. 

Attorney General Meese. I am not sure that is correct, Senator. 

As the story was told to me in November by various people, in¬ 
cluding Colonel North, there was no—at that time, there was no 
hesitancy to acknowledge the United States involvement. 

As has been pointed out here, Mr. McFarlane even went to great 
lengths to indicate Presidential involvement earlier, rather than 
later, at a particular point in his testimony. 

So I don r t really know the answer to your question. 

Mr. Cohen. Yesterday I interrupted Congressman Rodino on the 
Evans case. I would just like to clarify it for the record. 
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My understanding is—and Senator Rudman raised this issue 
with you again this afternoon—that on Friday, November 21st, a 
staff meeting was held at the Department of Justice, during which 
time you were not present, that Mr. Weld argued that the Criminal 
Division should be involved because they were involved in the han¬ 
dling of the Evans case. That basically was the argument he pre¬ 
sented to his associates. 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t believe that is correct. 

Mr. Cohen. Let me finish and I’ll show you. 

Then on Monday apparently you called, placed a call to him to 
indicate—apparently the information had sort of percolated up to 
your level at that point—that Mr. Weld thought there should be a 
Criminal Division investigation. 

Attorney General Meese. No, that is not correct either. 

Mr. Cohen. You called him on Monday; is that correct? 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct. 

Mr. Cohen. You indicated to him at that time it was not an inad¬ 
vertent oversight or error as to why the Criminal Division was not 
involved, right? 

Attorney General Meese. Actually these are two separate in¬ 
stances. 

Let me take Monday first. What I did on Monday was call him so 
that if he heard about an inquiry taking place in the department, 
he wouldn’t wonder why the Criminal Division was not involved. I 
indicated to him, as a matter of indicating to him, that we had in 
mind the Criminal Division, they hadn’t been forgotten. 

I may have even said—I don’t know, I don’t recall the specific 
conversation, but in talking with Mr. Weld about it, in trying to 
reconstruct, I believe I was assuring him that the'Criminal Divi¬ 
sion might well become involved. 

Mr. Cohen. My time is running out, Mr. Attorney General. I just 
want to make a couple of statements and observations about this 
entire affair. 

It is obvious to many of us on the committee that General Secord 
and Admiral Poindexter and Colonel North are all rather bitter 
and angry toward you over the decision to go forward with the spe¬ 
cial prosecutor. I think that they indicated they felt betrayed. And 
the question is why—obviously, because they felt they had author¬ 
ity. 

According to their analysis or at least recollection, there was an 
oral Finding in August of ’85, a December Finding in '85, the Janu¬ 
ary 6 Finding, a January 17 Finding, all of which authorized the 
sale of weapons. 

There was a secret supply of the Contras that had long been un¬ 
derway. A couple of these key individuals were involved in helping 
to keep that particular freedom fighter movement alive. 

There was also a creative financing scheme that was utilized by 
the Israelis and approved, apparently by either Director Casey, but 
certainly Colonel North and Admiral Poindexter. Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter believed that he could read the telepathic wave lengths of 
the President—if the President had known, he certainly would 
have approved this. 



Then we had the disclosure in the Beirut newspaper on Novem¬ 
ber 3d. That set off the series of activities that became the subject 
of this investigation. 

Colonel North then, under Admiral Poindexter’s either direction 
or acquiescence, sort of stoked up the shredder—actually it choked 
up the shredder is the way it turned out. The documents were al¬ 
tered. We had chronologies being constructed to so-called gild the 
President’s record. 

Then on November 25th you disclosed tne revelation about the 
diversion and that the factfinding inquiry suddenly had a shift t<5 a 
po e) itially prosecutorial one. 

Admiral Poindexter and Colonel North and General Secord ex¬ 
pected you to stand behind them because they thought the Presi¬ 
dent was standing behind them and that either you squeezed the 
sort of hair trigger under public pressure or you threw them over¬ 
board to save the captain of the ship. 

I find it somewhat ironic that the members of the President’s 
action team are critical of you for making haste and that members 
up here or elsewhere are critical of you for making haste too 
slowly. That is one of the many ironies involved in this. 

There is another one I want to mention briefly. 

These hearings that we are conducting have been associated with 
another event that occurred back in the early '70s. I think Con¬ 
gressman Cheney has spoken on many occasions as to why this 
particular occasion is odious. But there is one superficial parallel 
that continues to haunt me a little bit.- 

Fifteen years ago as a night watch&an—his name was Frank 
Wills—I am not sure many people remembered his name, but he 
discovered a piece of tape on an office door and that led to the dis¬ 
closure and the unraveling of the surreptitious plan of political vin¬ 
dictiveness and even an abuse of Presidential power. 

In this case we don’t have a night watchman. We don’t have 
tape. But we have an Assistant Attorney General and a small para¬ 
graph in a diversion memo. Had that paragraph not been either ob¬ 
served or preserved, then at least I think one could argue that we 
would not be here today. 

All references to the authorization of the shipment of weapons 
by the Israelis in 1985 had been altered. The December Finding 
with its retroactive provisions had been destroyed. The January 17 
Finding made no reference to prior actions and only one draft 
memo survived Colonel North's shredding machine. 

Now, if there was no diversion memo, there was no evidence of 
wrongdoing, there would be no money trail, no U.S.S. Enterprise, 
no Firings, no need for an independent counsel, no Tower Board, no 
joint committee—just a straightforward foreign policy decision by 
the President to open up a dialogue with the so-called Iranian 
moderates and get the hostages back in the process. 

So we could then be in the position of challenging the wisdom of 
the President’s decision but not his power to decide. 

Now, I am overstating this just a little bit because I think the 
controversy would have continued to boil and the vigorous Ameri¬ 
can press that is out there would have demanded and eventually 
discovered more facts and answers. 
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Nevertheless, we have the situation, some are always going to 
speculate that everyone who had approved the Iranian initiative 
had hoped that Colonel North would have had enough time to com¬ 
plete his search and destroy mission and that Secretary Shultz 
would stand in what I would call a false phalanx that some tried to 
structure around the President in the name of loyalty. When that 
didn’t happen, the center could no longer hold and the story 
couldn’t be contained, not without compromising at least two addi¬ 
tional members of the Justice Department. 

What I want to say, Mr. Attorney General, is whatever criticism 
any of us might have concerning the investigation, I prefer to be¬ 
lieve that men and women who are regarded as “idealogs” do not 
allow their political views or values to obscure their personal 
honor. 

Bradford Reynolds comes to mind. It took intelligence to recog¬ 
nize the significance of that-diversion paragraph and honor to ob¬ 
serve it. And I think honor for you and the President to report it. 

One final point and I think perhaps a final irony if I can. You sit 
before us today not as an NSC member, not as a Presidential advis¬ 
er, but as the chief law enforcement officer of this country. And 
you hold this position, in my judgment, by virtue of the existence 
of a so-called special prosecutor law that a number of us on this 
committee had a great deal to do with writing back in 1978, rewrit¬ 
ing in 1982 and rewriting again in 1987. 

You took advantage of that law when criticism was leveled at 
you and you looked to the special prosecutor to clear your name, 
and he did. As a result of that, I think you are sitting here today as 
Attorney General. 

I find it ironic because your assistant, Mr. Bolton, who sits 
behind you, has now vigorously criticized that law as being uncon¬ 
stitutional. 

I think it is clear that you and the attorneys general who have 
preceded you wear too many hats—Presidential adviser, personal 
friend, NSC member, chief law enforcement officer. It is not clear 
to everybody else which hat you are wearing at any given time. 

I think that is the reason why Congress felt it was important to 
write a law allowing for the appointment of special prosecutors, be¬ 
cause we believe the American people would not perceive or believe 
that our laws were being fairly and impartially administered when 
it came time to passing judgment on high-level officials, including 
the President himself. 

If we want to do away with the special prosecutor or independent 
counsel laws and restore the mantle of impartiality to the Justice 
Department which it deserves, then I think it is time to stop the 
time-honored practice of appointing personal friends or indeed even 
relatives—I am thinking of Robert Kennedy—as attorneys general. 

Let the President appoint his close friends as White House coun¬ 
sellors, but let him pick a person recognized not only for his ability 
but impartiality as the chief law enforcement officer of this coun¬ 
try. Then we can abolish all the independent counsel laws. 

If we insist the FBI director be a person of high and independent 
caliber, then I find it indeed ironic we would have tolerated over 
the years the practice of his superior being viewed as a political 
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figure and a personal friend of the President, rather than the insti¬ 
tutional protector of justice in America. 

Frankly, I have no illusions this recommendation will be warmly 
ertibraced, but I don’t believe we will ever restore the people's 
belief in the impartial administration of justice until we pick im¬ 
partial people. 

Thank you very much. 

Attorney General Meese. Thank you, Senator. 

If I may just make three comments on your very eloquent state¬ 
ment. First, I am appreciative, on behalf of myself and others 
members of the Justice Department, for your comments on the 
honor and integrity that was displayed in the investigation. 

Secondly, I want to make it clear that our Department has not 
opposed the independent counsel law, but has sought to work with 
the Congress to remove whatever constitutional infirmities there 
might be in the law so it can go forward and withstand attack by 
those who are attacking it on constitutional grounds. 

And thirdly, I think that in regard to your suggestion as to the 
Attorney General, what you have said about the way in which we 
have conducted the investigation, and without regard to the Presi¬ 
dent, the people we worked with in the White House or anything 
else, we did present the facts as we knew them even to seeking an 
independent counsel and initiating a criminal investigation, be¬ 
cause that was the right thing to do, even at the risk of what you 
call the resentment of those who feel we should have done other¬ 
wise, “to protect the President.” 

So I think that in itself is an explanation, if not a representation, 
as to the position that I at least hold, the job of Attorney General, 
and the fact that as Attorney General, as I said the day in which I 
was sworn in, regardless of who’s involved, from the President on 
down, I’m going to enforce the law with integrity, firmness and im¬ 
partiality, and I think, as you pointed out in your remarks, that in 
fact was done in this case. 

I thank you for what you said. 

Chairman Inouye. The chair is pleased to recognize the Deputy 
President Pro Tempore of the United States Senate, Senator 
George Mitchell. 

Mr. Mitchell. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, I understand that I 
have 45 minutes, Mr. Chairman? 

Chairman Inouye. Forty-five minutes. 

Mr. Mitchell. Good afternoon, General. 

Attorney General Meese. Good afternoon, Mr. Mitchell. 

Mr. Mitchell. When these hearings end next week, the commit¬ 
tee will begin to prepare a report. One of the problems we face is 
the conflict of evidence on several key points, how, if at all, car we 
determine credibility. You are in a unique position to help us. You 
knew most of the people involved and you personally interviewed 
them in the course of your factfinding inquiry. So I would like to 
begin with a few questions about credibility. 

You said yesterday that former CIA Director Casey told you he 
knew nothing about the diversion. Your words were, and I quote 
you, “It was Mr. Casey himself who told me on Tuesday morning 
that he had known nothing about it.” 
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As you know, Colonel North told this committee that he had told 
Mr. Casey of the diversion, that he showed Mr. Casey a written 
memorandum describing the diversion, and that Mr. Casey knew in 
advance of the diversion, and in Colonel North's words, “was en¬ 
thusiastic about it.” 

Now, those statements are in direct conflict as to Mr. Casey’s 
knowledge. They cannot both be true. 

My question to you is, which of those statements do you believe, 
Mr. Casey’s statement to you that he knew nothing of the diver¬ 
sion, or Colonel North’s statement to this committee that Mr. 
Casey did know of the diversion? 

Attorney General Meese. Well, Senator, it is always hard to 
judge credibility when you have not had the opportunity to observe 
the witnesses yourself, and in the case of Colonel North, I was not 
here and did not see him testify. I saw an occasional glimpse of his 
testimony, but I could not really have the same vantage point that 
you had at that time. 

But let me say this in judging- 

Mr. Mitchell. If I may just interject—you interviewed Colonel 
North at some length? 

Attorney General Meese. I’m coming to that. 

Mr. Mitchell. And he specifically responded to that question. 

Attorney General Meese. I’m coming to that. Rather than judg¬ 
ing the credibility of the individuals, but rather as to which state¬ 
ment is true, it seems to me that we would have to look at the 
statement that was given to me at the time that this matter first 
came up when there was no jeopardy to the individuals involved 
and at a time when Mr. Casey was still available to refute any 
statement that might have been true or untrue. 

And at that time Colonel North said to me, without any ques¬ 
tion, that there were only three people in the Government who 
knew anything about this: himself, Admiral Poindexter, and Mr. 
McFarlane. And so it would seem to me, if I had to judge, that the 
statement given at that time probably has the most value as an ac¬ 
curate statement. 

Mr. Mitchell. You are saying then that you believe Mr. Casey’s 
statement to you? 

Attorney General Meese. I do believe Mr. Casey’s statement to 
me, based upon that kind of rationale, yes. 

Mr. Mitchell. And you disbelieve the statement made later by 
Colonel North? 

Attorney General Meese. As I say, I’m not in a position to evalu¬ 
ate that, but it seems at odds with what he told me on the 23d of 
November. 

Mr.. Mitchell. On the subject of credibility and statements to 
you. You interviewed Colonel North at some considerable length in 
your office? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, I interviewed him for 2 hours—I 
was present for 2 hours of the interview and others in my office 
interviewed him about an hour and 45 minutes beyond that. 

Mr. Mitchell. Exhibit 47 represents notes taken by one of your 
assistants of that meeting. 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir, that is correct. 
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Mr. Mitchell. Colonel North told you in that meeting that an 
Israeli official, Mr. Rabin, had told him that Israel was shipping 
oil-drilling equipment to Iran in November, ’85, and that he, Colo¬ 
nel North, later learned about the HAWKs from General Secord. 

Are you aware that Colonel North testified here, contrary to 

what he told you, that he knew all along that the '85 shipment to 

Iran contained HAWK missiles? 

Attorney General Meese. I did not know that until I heard it ad¬ 
dressed briefly yesterday, and now in more detail by your state¬ 
ment. 

Mr. Mitchell. Colonel North told you, according to your recollec¬ 
tion and the notes of the meeting, that Admiral Poindexter was to¬ 
tally innocent until after the fact with respect to the November, 
’85, shipment. 

Are you aware that Colonel North testified here, contrary to 

what he told you, that Poindexter was involved before the fact in 

coordinating the ’85 shipment? 

Attorney General Meese. I’m aware of it now that you have 
said- 

Mr. Mitchell. You were not previously aware of that until I 
raised it with you? 

Attorney General Meese. I was not aware of that before. No, sir. 
That is right. 

Mr. Mitchell. Colonel North told you that Israel decided how 
much money would be diverted to the Contras and that U.S. in¬ 
volvement was none. 

Are you aware that Colonel North testified here, contrary to 
what he told you, that General Secord had control over the funds 
set aside for the Contras and other projects? 

Attorney General Meese. I’m aware of what he said here now. 

Mr. Mitchell. You are learning of this for the first time? 

Attorney General Meese. General Secord, yes. 

Mr. Mitchell. You are learning here for the first time what 
Colonel North said about General Secord’s control over the funds? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, that was not mentioned to us at 
all in November. 

Mr. Mitchell. Have you become aware of it since then or are 
you learning of that now for the first time? 

Attorney General Meese. I am learning it now from what you 
said. 

Mr. Mitchell. Colonel North told you that the diversion of the 
funds to the Contras was Mr. Nir’s idea. 

Are you aware that Colonel North testified here, contrary to 
what he told you, that the diversion was Mr. Ghorbanifar’s idea? 
Are you learning of that now for the first time? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir. 1 had not known that. 

Mr. Mitchell. You had not been aware that was Colonel North’s 
testimony? 

Attorney General Meese. I did not follow Colonel North’s testi¬ 
mony in detail. 

Mr. Mitchell. Colonel North told you that the CIA had no 
knowledge of the diversion. As you know now- 

Attorney General Meese. He said very definitely. 
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Mr. Mitchell. Yes, you testified. As you know, Colonel North 
testified that, contrary to what he told you, that Mr. Casey knew 
about the .diversion. You were aware of tnat prior to today? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mitchell. Colonel North told you that Mr. Calero opened 
three Swiss bank accounts and that he, Colonel North, gave the ac¬ 
count numbers to the Israelis so the Israelis could deposit arms 
sales funds into those accounts. 

Do you recall that statement to you by Colonel North? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mitchell. Are you aware that Colonel North testified here, 
contrary to what he told you, that the funds to be diverted were 
placed in Swiss bank accounts under General Secord’s control? 

Attorney General Meese. I’m aware of it now that you have told 
me, yes. 

Mr. Mitchell. You had not previously been aware? 

Attorney General Meese. I had seen reference to this in the 
newspaper, I believe, in general terms, but not in as much detail as 
you have explained it. 

Mr. Mitchell. When Colonel North made those statements to 
you, did you find him to be credible and did you believe him? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir, I found him to be credible, and 
I did believe him. 

Mr. Mitchell. Are you learning today for the first time that 
Colonel North’s testimony to this committee was contrary to what 
he told you in several respects? 

Attorney General Meese. I have heard of this during the time 
that he was testifying from things that were told to me by people 
that watched the testimony, by some of the news accounts, but not 
in as much detail as you have explained them today as to the fact 
that different statements were made before this committee appar¬ 
ently than we made at the time when Colonel North talked to me 
on tne 23d of November 1986. 

Mr. Mitchell. How do you feel about that? Does it bother you? 

Attorney General Meese. It does bother me that there is a dis¬ 
crepancy. I can appreciate the problem of the committee in trying 
to determine which is correct and which is not correct. 

There is one aspect of it, that when he made the statements 
before the committee, there were two things that were different. 
One is he was under oath. And, secondly, he was under a grant of 
immunity. That may be something that will be of help to the com¬ 
mittee in determining which statements are credible and which are 
not. 

Mr. Mitchell. Well, of course, just a few moments ago you 
argued that his statement to you regarding Mr. Casey should be be¬ 
lieved over the statement to the committee because he was not in 
jeopardy at that time? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, I am just saying that they are dif¬ 
ferent considerations. The other major difference is that Mr. Casey 
is not available to rebut his statement, which I think is probably 
more profound than even immunity and oath. 

Mr. Mitchell. Apart from what you call discrepancies, you are 
the Attorney General of the United States. 

Attorney General Meese. Sure. 
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Mr. Mitchell. You are conducting a factfinding inquiry at the 
explicit request of the President of the United States. Does it 
bother you that apparently you were told things that were not 
true; therefore, you, yourself, made public statements to the Ameri¬ 
can people which turned out to be incorrect on the basis of state¬ 
ments made to you? 

Attorney General Meese. It certainly bothers me if statements 
were made to me that were untrue. Fortunately, the basic outlines 
that I revealed to the American people were essentially true and 
remain essentially true. The details as to what you meant indicate 
here, most of which I did not really talk to the American people 
about, remain the same as I talked about them on 25th of Novem¬ 
ber, but the fact that the more profound question you raise that 
untrue statements were made to me by anyone, I absolutely find it 
a matter of great concern to me. I dont condone under any circum¬ 
stances anyone lying under any circumstances whatsoever, includ¬ 
ing whether it is a factfinding investigation, testimony before a 
congressional committee, statements to the President or statements 
to me as Attorney General, and I think there is no reason, justifica¬ 
tion or excuse for it whatsoever. 

Mr. Mitchell. May we take it that you condemn such actions? 

Attorney General Meese. I do indeed. 

Mr. Mitchell. Thank you, General. In your testimony yesterday 
and today, you referred frequently to your notes which formed a 
significant basis of your recollection of the interviews that you con¬ 
ducted. 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mitchell. On Friday, Saturday, and Sunday, November 21, 
22, and 23, you interviewed Mr. McFarlane, Secretary Shultz, 
Judge Sporkin, and Colonel North. On each of those occasions, a 
member of your staff was present and that person took notes, and 
it is on those notes that you have frequently relied in your testimo¬ 
ny here. 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mitchell. In your meeting with Colonel North on Sunday, 
he confirmed that a diversion had taken place, and he told you 
that Mr. McFarlane and Admiral Poindexter were the only other 
persons in the administration who knew about the diversion. 

I am struck by the fact that on the following day, Monday, No¬ 
vember 24th, you met briefly with Mr. McFarlane and interviewed 
him again, and at that meeting you were alone, and you took no 
notes, is that correct? 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct. 

Mr. Mitchell. You next spoke with Donald Regan, the Presi¬ 
dent’s Chief of Staff, interviewed him, and you were again alone 
and took no notes. 

Attorney General Meese. That wasn’t next. Actually, I talked 
with Mr. Regan late in the day on Monday, the 24th. 

Mr. Mitchell. When you did talk with him- 

Attorney General Meese. I talked with him and the President, I 
met with he and the President and did not take notes at that time. 

Mr. Mitchell. I think Mr. Regan’s recollection is contrary to 
yours, but in any event, when you did talk with him and the Presi¬ 
dent, it was you and them, and you took no notes? 
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Attorney General Meese. That is correct. 

Mr. Mitchell. On Monday afternoon you spoke with the Vice 
President, and you were alone with him and took no notes? 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct. 

Mr. Mitchell. Later on Monday afternoon, again you inter¬ 
viewed Admiral Poindexter, and again you were alone with him, 
and you took no notes, is that correct? 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct. 

Mr. Mitchell. On the following morning- 

Attorney General Meese. Actually, the sequence is different. The 
Vice President was, I think, the last person I talked with on that 
evening. 

Mr. Mitchell. But in each of the meetings that I have described 
with Mr. McFarlane, with Admiral Poindexter, with the Vice 
President, with the Chief of Staff, and the President, you alone 
were present and took no notes? 

Attorney General Meese. When I was with the President and the 
Chief of Staff, there were three of us. 

Mr. Mitchell. Right. The next morning, you visited Mr. Casey at 
his home on your way to the office, is that correct? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mitchell. And one of the notetakers for you at the meetings 
Friday, Saturday, and Sunday was one of your assistants, Mr. Rich¬ 
ardson? 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct. 

Mr. Mitchell. Was Mr. Richardson with you in the car at the 
time you drove to Mr. Casey’s home? 

Attorney General Meese. He was with me. He was riding in to 
the office with me that morning, yes. 

Mr. Mitchell. When you went in to see Mr. Casey, you left Mr. 
Richardson in the car? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes. 

Mr. Mitchell. In your meeting with Mr. Casey, it was again 
alone, and you took no notes of that meeting? 

Attorney General Meese. It wasn’t a meeting. It was a quick con¬ 
versation, yes. 

Mr. Mitchell. In your conversation, right? 

Attorney General Meese. Right. 

Mr. Mitchell. The result of that, of course, is that as to the 
interviews that you conducted on Friday, Saturday, and Sunday, 
your recollection has been supported and you have relied extensive¬ 
ly on notes taken at those meetings. As to the critical events of 
Monday and Tuesday, there is only your undocumented recollec¬ 
tion and it does raise a question, which I want to ask you. Is there 
a reason why at each interview you had, up to and including the 
meeting with Colonel North, there was always another member of 
your staff present who took notes but that with respect to every 
interview thereafter you were alone and no notes were taken, or is 
that pure accident? 

Attorney General Meese. It is not totally pure accident. It is 
pure accident in a general sense, but they were totally different 
types of conversations. In the meetings that I had with Secretary 
Shultz, the meeting with Mr. Sporkin, the meeting with Mr. 
McFarlane, the meeting with Mr. North, all jof these are what you 
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might call interviews where we were seeking to elicit a great deal 
of information and in which notes were important in order to 
record that information which we were hearing in each case for 
the first time. 

The other conversations that took place were not for the purpose 
of eliciting great amounts of information. They were either casual 
conversations, conversations in which I was the only person 
present, for example, with the President and Don Regan, in which 
I don't usually take notes in those quick meetings, or they were 
meetings in which I was seeing people like Mr. McFarlane simply 
to confirm information we already had in the long interviews that 
had already taken place, and it was just by happenstance, in that 
case it was an accident that nobody was there, because Mr. McFar¬ 
lane came in just as I was leaving for the White House. 

In the case of Admiral Poindexter, all I was just trying to do was 
to confirm what we already knew, and he did in fact confirm it. 
Had he not confirmed it, for example, I am sure we would have 
gone through the usual interview process with him and taken a de¬ 
tailed statement from him. 

Obviously, with the Vice President and the President, it is not 
normal in those conversations to take notes, and the same was true 
with Don Regan, who I talked with to my recollection and I think 
my recollection is accurate—after I had met with he and the Presi¬ 
dent at 4:30, I went into some detail with him before going to the 
Vice President, detail in terms of what we were going to do the 
next day. And I think it was at that time that he again said to me 
that he had known nothing about this. 

Mr. Mitchell. Giving you every benefit of the doubt, I think it is 
difficult to understand that you did not regard Admiral Poindexter, 
one of the three people in the Government who was alleged to have 
information about it, the President’s National Security Adviser, as 
a person not sufficiently important enough to have an interview 
with, but rather a casual conversation. 

Attorney General Meese. The reason that there was no interview 
was that what he said essentially confirmed- 

Mr. Mitchell. But you couldn’t know before hand what he was 
going to say, could you? 

Attorney General Meese. No, I was trying to find out because I 
had very little time between the NSPG meeting and my meeting 
with the President. I thought it important to confirm with Admiral 
Poindexter, the idea being there would have been ample opportuni¬ 
ty to go into a formal interview situation had that been necessary. 

Mr. Mitchell. I will leave it at that and say it is really very dif¬ 
ficult to accept. 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t understand why it is difficult to 
accept. 

Mr. Mitchell. Admiral Poindexter was a central figure. And to 
say that you didn’t interview him- 

Attorney General Meese. But everything that he told me was to¬ 
tally consistent- 

Mr. Mitchell. But you could not have known before you talked 
to him what he was going to say. That is the purpose of having 
someone there to record the meeting. 
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Attorney General Meese. That is right, but had he said anything 
differently than that, we would have had a more formal interview 
to get that information. I explained the circumstances, that I was 
literally rushed into his office to try to verify this before I was due 
in the President’s office. And it may be strange to you, it may 
strike you that truth being stranger than fiction, but I take offense 
at the idea that it is hard to accept, because what I have told you is 
the absolute truth of what happened. So if there is any question in 
your mind, I want to get that settled right now. 

Mr. Mitchell. No, as I’ve just said it is hard to accept. 

Attorney General Meese. As long as there is no question as to 
that being the truth, I will accept your statement. 

Mr. Mitchell. No, it is just very hard to accept. I mean you 
didn’t for example—you didn’t—well I go into that there are some 
questions that could have been asked, we can leave it at that. 

I would like to turn to another question, that is the securing of 
documents. You began your factfinding inquiry on the morning of 
Friday, November 21. 

Attorney General Meese. Actually, it was the afternoon of 
Friday, November 21- 

Mr. Mitchell. You met with the President in the late morning I 
think and began- 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, the inquiry itself started that 
afternoon. 

Mr. Mitchell. Almost immediately thereafter, sometime Friday 
you made the decision to examine certain documents, is that cor¬ 
rect? 

Attorney General Meese. We made the decision to review the 
NSC documents to provide a basic documentary background for our 
factfinding inquiry, right. 

Mr. Mitchell. But the decision to secure documents was not_ 
made until the following Tuesday afternoon, as you have testified 
here previously? 

Attorney General Meese. Actually, Senator, we follow the same 
procedure that you do in your committees. We made a request for 
the documents, and we expected that that request would be ful¬ 
filled, and indeed it was fulfilled the next day. 

Mr. Mitchell. You in fact were acting in good faith that you ex¬ 
pected those with whom you were dealing to act in good faith; is 
that a fair statement? 

Attorney General Meese. That is absolutely correct. 

Mr. Mitchell. But unfortunately, as we now know, on Friday 
afternoon and late Sunday night Colonel North shredded large 
numbers of documents. 

Attorney General Meese. We know that now some months later, 
yes. 

Mr. Mitchell. You met with Colonel North in your office on 
Sunday afternoon? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes. 

Mr. Mitchell. You confronted him with the memorandum which 
made reference to the diversion? 

Attorney General Meese. Right. 
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Mr. Mitchell. You testified that he acted surprised. Mr. Cooper 
testified that Colonel North then asked if you had found a cover 
memo. 

Attorney General Meese. No. He asked that in a different se¬ 
quence. The way in which that occurcedr-we showed him the 
memorandum, we showed him the portion of it that pertained to 
the diversion scheme. We then—at some point during the conversa¬ 
tion after that he was asked was this ever shown to the President 
or does the President know about this. It was at that time he asked 
if there was a cover memo. 

As I mentioned, I believe in answer to either Senator Rudman or 
Senator Cohen’s question, I understood what he was talking about 
because a document such as the so-called diversion memo would 
not have been presented to the President as it was. If it had been 
presented to the President, it would have had a decision memoran- 
—dum or cover memo with it, and I understood him to be talking 
about that. 

Mr. Mitchell. I will get back to that in a moment. I have some 
more questions about it, but I just wanted to go on. 

Later that evening, as we now know—and of course you could 
not have known then—at about 11:00 Colonel North returned to 
his office. He was there until 4:15 the following morning and, ac¬ 
cording to his testimony and other evidence, he shredded many 
documents that night. 

He also shredded many documents on Friday afternoon after 
learning that lawyers from your office were going to be coming 
over there to review documents. None of us probably will ever 
know exactly how many documents or what they were. 

You said yesterday that looking back with hindsight is easy, that 
things look different now than they did 8 months ago, and of 
course you’re right, but there isn’t any alternative because a funda¬ 
mental principle in our democracy is public officials must be ac¬ 
countable for their actions and accountability necessarily involves 
review and evaluation of past actions. 

Every member of this panel goes through it whenever we meet 
constituents and are called upon to defend and explain past votes, 
past decisions, past statements. 

So I would like to ask you some questions on that, recognizing 
that there is hindsight involved, and you could not have known all 
of these things at the time. 

The first involves testimony by Colonel Earl, who was an associ¬ 
ate of Colonel North, and I have his deposition and I would like to 
have somebody, a member of the staff take it down to you because 
I want to read a portion of it and then ask you whether the conver¬ 
sation alleged in this testimony did occur. 

This is Colonel Earl’s deposition, page 65, which is the first page 
you have there, beginning at line 15. 

Colonel Earl is describing a meeting he had and a discussion he 
had with Colonel North on that Friday afternoon, November 21st, 
and this is Colonel Earl speaking. 

He says he, meaning Colonel North, “mentioned that he had 
asked—he had said to the Attorney General or asked the Attorney 
General can I have or will I have 24 or 48 hours. He didn’t say 
both, he said one or the other. I can’t recall whether he said 24 or 
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48, but he asked for that—and he told me that the Attorney Gener¬ 
al had said something like that he didn't know whether he could 
have that much time, something like that. Again, I am not quoting." 

And then it goes on to describe further the meeting. 

My question to you is: did you talk with Colonel North on the 
afternoon of Friday, November 21st? 

Attorney General Meese. I do not believe that I did. To the best 
of my recollection, I did not. 

Mr. Mitchell. You can recall no such conversation? 

Attorney General Meese. I can recall no such conversation, no, 
sir. 

Mr. Mitchell. Either in a meeting at the White House or any¬ 
place else, or a telephone conversation? 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t believe I attended any meeting 
at the White House on the afternoon of the 21st. I also do not be¬ 
lieve I had a telephone conversation with Colonel North, and I’m 
sure that I never had any conversation such as that depicted here. 

Mr. Mitchell. You would remember it if he had asked you some¬ 
thing like this? 

Attorney General Meese. I believe I certainly would, yes. 

Mr. Mitchell. So you did not have any such meeting. 

On the securing of the documents, it is with hindsight, but a rea¬ 
sonable case can be made that the time at which preservation of 
documents should occur is the time when inspection of documents 
occurs, that is, if it is important enough to look at documents, it 
ought to be important enough to think about preserving them. 

I gather from what you are saying is that you were acting in 
good faith, it simply didn’t occur to you at that point on Friday 
that any steps should be taken to preserve documents from de¬ 
struction? 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct, it did not occur to me 
or anyone else, and we follow the same process as I mentioned that 
you do in your investigating committees here. 

Mr. Mitchell. When did you first think about the possibility of 
criminal investigation? 

Attorney General Meese. The first real thought that I gave to 
the possibility of criminal investigation was probably on Monday 
afternoon—the investigation was probably Tuesday, the 25th. 

Mr. Mitchell. Well, before you go any further, recall what you 
just said in response to Senator Cohen. 

Attorney General Meese. There I said the possibility that crimi¬ 
nal laws might possibly have been violated. 

Mr. Mitchell. Criminal implications I think- 

Attorney General Meese. Criminal implications, right. 

Mr. Mitchell. —was on Sunday when you talked to Colonel 
North? 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct. 

Mr. Mitchell. Would that have been the first time that entered 
your mind? 

Attorney General Meese. Criminal implications, yes, I’m sure. 

Mr. Mitchell. But you still did not think about securing docu¬ 
ments at that point? 

Attorney General Meese. Well, Senator, we already had exam¬ 
ined all the documents and we already, in fact, had the key docu- 
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ment, the evidentiary document known as the diversion memo, 
which was the significant document—a copy of that in our posses¬ 
sion. 

Mr. Mitchell. When you say we had examined all the docu¬ 
ments, you had examined all the documents that you had seen 
until then, but in fact there were a great many documents that you 
never did see nor anybody else? 

Attorney General Meese. Well, we don’t know whether those 
were relevant documents, irrelevant documents, or what they were. 

Mr. Mitchell. Do you think Colonel North spent from 11:00 in 
the evening until 4:15 the next morning destroying irrelevant docu¬ 
ments? 

Attorney General Meese. I think he probably did. I think there 
were a lot of documents that he destroyed that had no relationship 
to the Iranian initiative or had any relationship to the Contra di¬ 
version of funds. 

There were probably a lot of other things that he may well have 
destroyed documents that he didn’t want anyone to see. 

Mr. Mitchell. On what do you base that opinion? 

Attorney General Meese. That is just a guess, as much specula¬ 
tion as yours that there were relevant documents. 

Mr. Mitchell. In the notes taken of the meeting with Colonel 
North, there is one part of it that raises questions in my mind, par¬ 
ticularly in light of your response to Senator Cohen’s questions, 
that when you brought the diversion memo to Colonel North’s at¬ 
tention, you at that point thought of the potential criminal implica¬ 
tions. 

It is page 15 of the notes, exhibit 47. 

You may wish to refer to those. The last six lines or actually last 
eight lines. 

The notes read, “If President OKs something into working files 
of.” 

The next line reads: “AG: If RR approved it, you’d have it? Yes. 
Don’t think it was. Other files there it could be in? To verify it 
didn’t go forward?” 

Then there is a star circled, “OLN will check.” 

Do I gather that that represented a conversation between you 
and Colonel North in which you asked him if the President had 
okayed something, into which working files it would go? And then 
you asked him if RR, meaning President Reagan, approved it, 
“you’d have it,” meaning Colonel North, and he said, “Yes,” but he 
didn’t think it was approved? 

And then you asked him are there other files it could be in to 
verify it didn’t go forward? And then you asked Colonel North to 
go back and check his files to see if there were any memorandum 
which included approval by the President? 

Is that a summary? 

Attorney General Meese. No. That is not^what this says. 

Mr. Mitchell. Would you go ahead and tell us what it says? 

Attorney General Meese. What it says, my statement, I asked if 
the President OKs something, does it go into the working files of 
the NSC or—and I don’t remember—it doesn’t indicate what his re¬ 
sponse was. I assume he said something like yes. 
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I said, "If he approved it, you’d have it, in other words?” And he 
said, "Yes, I don’t think it was approved,” or words to that effect. 
Then I said "are there other files that it could be in”—and there, 
that is a shorthand for me asking, I do recall this independent of 
the notes—would there be another file it was kept, say by Admiral 
Poindexter of approved Presidential Findings or approved Presi¬ 
dential documents? And I said I would like to find out about that 
to verify that it didn’t go forward. 

And he said, as I recall, that he would check into that. 

As I mentioned, I believe, in answer to Senator Cohen’s question, 
we didn't leave it to Colonel North to check into whether there was 
another file. We had our own people go over and check into it inde¬ 
pendently. 

Mr. Mitchell. What does the star mean next to- 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t know. That is Mr. Richardson— 
he apparently put a star there. He put stars on various things. Put 
a star on the previous page. 

Mr. Mitchell. Well, I’ll represent to you Mr. Richardson has 
said the star designated an action item, something that was to be 
done by someone after the meeting. 

Do you know, in fact, who went to check the records other than 
Colonel North? 

Attorney General Meese. I believe Mr. Richardson went back— 
Mr. Richardson or Mr. Reynolds—I think it was Mr. Richardson 
went back to check with Colonel Thompson as to whether there 
was a separate file of approved Presidential decision memoranda. 

Mr. Mitchell. So your testimony is that this was not Colonel 
North going back to check, but rather someone from your staff was 
going to check it out? 

Attorney General Meese. No. No. I think Colonel North said he 
would check and let us know about that, but I also say that in par¬ 
allel we also checked separately. 

Mr. Mitchell. Oh, I see. All right. Thank you. 

I would like to go now to the question that was raised regarding 
the testimony for Mr. Casey and the briefing for Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter. 

As you will recall, you said that on November 20th, you partici¬ 
pated in a meeting in Admiral Poindexter’s office to prepare testi¬ 
mony for Mr. Casey to give to Congress the following day and for 
Admiral Poindexter to use for briefing Members of Congress. 

Now, at the meeting, the proposed testimony was changed to say 
that no one in the U.S. Government knew about the shipment of 
HAWK missiles to Iran in the fall of 1985. 

Do you recall that aspect of it? 

Attorney General Meese. I recall that. Yes. 

Mr. Mitchell. Colonel North testified here. He told us that he 
proposed the change and that when he did so, he knew the state¬ 
ment was false. He further said that Admiral Poindexter and Mr. 
Casey knew it was false; in his first statement, he included you as 
knowing it was false, but later under questioning he said he had no 
basis for that, and you and Mr. Cooper both testified that you did 
not know it was false because you had no factual basis on which to 
make a judgment one way or the other on. 
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Now, it was only later that day that Secretary Shultz who knew 
the statement was false protested and that was brought to Mr. Coo¬ 
per’s attention, who brought it to your attention. 

You testified at some length about that yesterday that you got 
the phone call up at West Point and you returned. 

Now, you have said repeatedly in describing those events that it 
was a matter of confusion, different recollections, but it seems 
clear, at least to those of us who heard Colonel North’s testimony, 
that it was a problem of a deliberately false statement being pro¬ 
posed to be made that some of the persons there knew was false, 
others did not, you being among those who did not know. And it 
was not until later that Secretary Shultz, who had an independent 
recollection based again on notes that Mr. McFarlane had told him 
while at Geneva that they knew it was HAWK missiles, that this 
was raised. 

So my question is, when did you become aware that the problem 
was one of a deliberately false statement proposed to be given by 
Mr. Casey and Admiral Poindexter rather than one merely of con¬ 
fusion arising from different recollections? 

Attorney General Meese. I would say that I probably did not 
become aware of that until at least the time that I had the chance 
to talk with Colonel North, and I am not even sure then, and it 
may have been even later. 

It may have been after the course of these hearings here. 

Mr. Mitchell. Well, on that point, you talked to Mr. McFarlane 
on that Friday, that same day? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes. 

Mr. Mitchell. And you and Mr. Cooper interviewed him, and 
Mr. McFarlane told you that he had not known until after the fact 
that the 1985—the November 1985 shipment contained HAWK 
missiles? 

Attorney General Meese. He told me that is what he recalled at 
that time. 

Mr. Mitchell. And you recall at your deposition you indicated 
that Mr. McFarlane seemed concerned and somewhat hesitant 
about this aspect of the interview; do you recall that? 

Attorney General Meese. Well, actually he seemed somewhat 
concerned and hesitant about a number of—about the TOW mis¬ 
siles, the missiles that had previously been transferred by the Is¬ 
raelis, and when I say concerned and hesitant, this was a feeling 
that I got that he might be hesitant. He seemed hesitant in answer¬ 
ing the questions. 

I didn’t know whether it was faulty memory or those being at 
that time more than a year and a half or 2 years earlier, a year to 
a year and a half earlier, but in any event, I did indicate that I 
thought he was somewhat hesitant about that, yes. 

Mr. Mitchell. Did you discuss your reaction with Mr. Cooper? 
He testified, and I quote him now, “I did not leave the interview, 
nor did I take it during the interview that Mr. McFarlane was 
being entirely straightforward and entirely forthcoming.” 

Did you discuss after that with Mr. Cooper your individual reac¬ 
tions? 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t think so. I don’t believe I dis¬ 
cussed it with him. But I thought at the time that he was trying to, 
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as I think I—not distort his testimony, but certainly shade his tes¬ 
timony because he had some idea that this was protecting the 
President. The President was not involved. 

Mr. Mitchell. That is right. 

In fact, vou said after the meeting, you talked separately with 
him, outside of Mr. Cooper’s presence? 

Attorney General Meese. Well, that was incidental. I would have 
said the same thing if Mr. Cooper had been there. 

Mr. Mitchell. He wanted you—McFarlane wanted to make the 
point to you that the President really was generally behind this 
whole thing and that led you to tell him the importance of telling 
the truth and the best way to help the President was to tell the 
truth? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mitchell. The next morning you interviewed Secretary 
Shultz. He described to you in some detail his version of the events 
of the November 1985 shipment which is in direct contradiction to 
the version of events given by Mr. McFarlane. 

Isn't that correct? 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct. 

Mr. Mitchell. All right. 

And a few hours after you interviewed Mr. Shultz, you learned of 
the diversion memorandum? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes. Five hours or so, yes. 

Mr. Mitchell. Sometime early afternoon, I gather? 

Attorney General Meese. Right. 

Mr. Mitvmell. Well, and again this is hindsight, and we all un¬ 
derstand how difficult it is when you are in the middle of events, 
but it seems that you had Mr. McFarlane telling you a story that 
was directly contradicted by Mr. Shultz. 

Mr. McFarlane making a point of speaking privately with you 
about the President and you warning him to tell the truth. You 
had the diversion memorandum, at least that you knew of at that 
time. 

You are an experienced criminal investigator and people think of 
criminal investigators as being, if not cynical, at least skeptical 
about things. 

Did anything register in your mind then that there might be 
here an effort by those involved in this initiative, in the diversion, 
to prevent the facts from becoming public? 

Attorney General Meese. Senator, first of all, the diversion 
aspect was totally separate from what had occurred in November 
of 1985. So there was nothing there that would have aroused suspi¬ 
cion as to those two events. 

Secondly now, I was dealing with people who had been entrusted 
by the President with some of the most important tasks as well as 
the important secrets of the country. People I all knew to be—I 
knew all to be honorable and reputable individuals. 

And in each case, in the case of the difference in recollection of 
Mr. McFarlane and Secretary Shultz, Mr. McFarlane said that he 
couldn’t remember that conversation with Mr. Shultz, a conversa¬ 
tion about HAWKs with Mr. Shultz. He couldn’t remember even a 
conversation with Mr. Shultz on this general subject at Geneva, 
but he didn’t doubt that he had such a conversation. 
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And as I think I testified earlier, I chalked up that lack of recol¬ 
lection to the fact that he was almost totally preoccupied with the 
main purpose of his being in Geneva, which was the summit. 

So those were the reasons why it didn’t flag anything that 
anyone was being deceptive. Furthermore, I had no reason to be¬ 
lieve there was any reason for anyone to be deceptive about these 
particular events. 

Mr. Mitchell. One final area of questioning. 

You testified that finally early the next week, you contacted rep¬ 
resentatives of the Criminal Division and asked for some analysis 
of the statutes. And within hours, Mr. Weld came back to you with 
what you referred to as the constructive trust theory. 

Attorney General Meese. Actually, I think I had told him that 
there may be a constructive trust theory. 

Mr. Mitchell. You thought of it before? 

Attorney General Meese. I thought of it as an abstract theory as 
we were discussing it. 

Mr. Mitchell. Basically that is legal talk. What it was was the 
view that government property was sold, a profit was made, and if 
the funds were government funds, they belonged to the govern¬ 
ment and could not be used for other purposes without authoriza¬ 
tion. Is that a fair layman’s description of what the legal implica¬ 
tions were? 

Attorney General Meese. That was my discussion in general with 
Mr. Weld. He, with his people, after several hours, verified that 
and came back to me and said that he thought there was enough 
that we could legitimately open a criminal investigation. 

Mr. Mitchell. My questions is, is it too much hindsight to 
wonder why you and Mr. Reynolds and Mr. Cooper and Mr. Rich¬ 
ardson, all these lawyers, didn’t think of that when you saw the 
diversion memo? It seems a rather obvious thing, that here was 
government property sold, a substantial profit made, the funds 
used for another purpose, leave aside the question of legality of 
aiding the Contras for any other purpose, without any authoriza¬ 
tion. 

I gather that did not occur to you when you saw the diversion 
memo or when you confirmed the diversion on Sunday? 

Attorney General Meese. Actually, at that time we were think¬ 
ing—we were proceeding first of all, to make sure to find out if it 
was authorized. I think Mr. North in his statement said that he 
didn’t think it was authorized, or words to that effect. 

In any event, he mentioned that Admiral Poindexter had known 
about it. I wanted to find out from Admiral Poindexter whether, in 
fact, it had been authorized. He indicated it had not been author¬ 
ized by anyone who had the ability to authorize it. 

It was in the course- 

Mr. Mitchell. Would you say that again? Admiral Poindexter 
told you it had not been authorized? 

Attorney General Meese. I said he indicated to me—he said that 
no one else—the President had not authorized it obviously. He said 
he allowed it to go forward, but that was not sufficient. So our con¬ 
centration was on that whole transaction. It wasn’t at that point, 
but it was following that conversation with Admiral Poindexter, or 
at about that time, that I asked Mr. Cooper to look into this and it 
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was at that time that the ideas of constructive trust and things like 
that started to develop. 

Mr. Mitchell. Would you repeat for me please what it was you 
said Admiral Poindexter said to you? 

Attorney General Meese. Admiral Poindexter, as I testified yes¬ 
terday, said that he knew about it generally, but that Ollie had 
given him enough hints so that he knew about it generally and 
that he had allowed it to go forward and hadn’t followed up on it. 

Mr. Mitchell. So-- 

Attorney General Meese. So as far as I was concerned, that was 
clear to me then that it had not been authorized by anybody in au¬ 
thority. 

Mr. Mitchell. So your use of the words authorize and authority 
are characterization of Admiral Poindexter’s words, not what he 
said to you? 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct. 

Mr. Mitchell. Well, I thank you, Mr. Attorney General. I want 
to commend you for your condemnation of lying to the Attorney 
General and lying to Congress, and I would see if in closing I can’t 
get one more condemnation from you. 

In your opening statement, you said, “Obviously, the destruction 
of documents and any breakdown of communication within and 
outside the administration deserves serious review and reflection.” 

You are, of course, the Attorney General of the United States, 
the chief law enforcement officer of this country, and for many 
Americans, a symbol of justice. 

Surely it’s not the most you can say about the destruction of 
documents by government officials, that it deserves serious review 
and reflection. 

Can I ask you if you would not also condemn the destruction of 
documents by government officials? 

Attorney General Meese. Senator, I have no hesitation at all con¬ 
demning anything that is used to deceive or to otherwise withhold 
from proper authorities information they should receive. That in¬ 
cludes lying, it includes the withholding of information that should 
properly be reported to the President, for example, or to the Con¬ 
gress, and it also includes the destruction of any official documents 
in an effort to deceive those who are in authority who should have 
access to that information. 

I have no hesitation whatsoever in condemning all of those 
things. 

Mr. Mitchell. Thank you very much, Mr. Attorney General. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Inouye. The Senator has 2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. Mitchell. I will reserve that in case I want to make a last 
closing statement. 

Chairman Inouye. The hearing will stand in recess for 10 min¬ 
utes. 

May we come back into order? 

Mr. Rodino. Mr. Chairman I think we can just dispose of this. 
May I just renew that motion I made yesterday, that is to make 
the deposition of Assistant Attorney General Weld part of the 
record as an exhibit, I referred to this yesterday during my ques¬ 
tioning of Attorney General North, there was some argument on 
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the part of some of the members and there was an objection, I be¬ 
lieve, that since then I have discussed this with Mr. Cheney, who 
made the objection, and I would hope that this would be entered 
into the record as an exhibit. 

Chairman Inouye. Mr. Cheney. 

Mr. Cheney. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Chairman, it is 
not my intention to object, but I want to make it clear what my 
concerns were yesterday. 

Mr. Rodino suggested in reviewing the transcript focused on only 
two pages. I would urge those who look at this, especially in the 
press, to take into account pages 13 through page 20 of the deposi¬ 
tion because I think it shows fairly clearly that Mr. Weld’s com¬ 
ments support those made by the Attorney General, that he did not 
call for the involvement of the Criminal Division in this investiga¬ 
tion on the grounds that there was some kind of ethical problem at 
all. That his reference was to the Evans case in New York. 

I would also point out that my concerns yesterday, Mr. Chair¬ 
man, were raised in part by the fact the Attorney General had 
never had the opportunity to review the deposition. It is over 65 
pages long. 

I think it is important that the committee conduct itself in a way 
that is fair to its witnesses, and for that reason, I was constrained 
to object when a unique procedure was requested. Having made 
that statement, Mr. Chairman, I would be happy to withdraw my 
reservation of objection. 

Mr. Rodino. Mr. Chairman, let me add that I am not going to 
argue the deposition. I will let the deposition speak for itself. That 
is what I hoped might be the case yesterday afternoon. I think 
what will be reflected will not be just on those pages, but wherever 
there is this reference to how this investigation might have been 
conducted and those I think are the reflections that I referred to of 
Mr. Weld. 

With that, I think the deposition should speak for itself. 

Chairman Inouye. With such clarification, and without objection, 
so ordered. 

We will stand in recess for 10 minutes. 

[Recess.] 

Chairman Inouye. The hearing will please come to order. 

General Meese, I think we should remind ourselves that this 
panel here is not convened to determine the guilt or innocence of 
anyone. This is not a court of law, and we are not here to deter¬ 
mine the culpability, criminal culpability of anyone involved. 

However, if we are to file a final report to the people of the 
United States, we would have to have available to us the best fac¬ 
tual chronology of what did occur, and the problem we have is that 
the testimony to date has been confusing and contradictory, and I 
believe that is an understatement. 

And so I wish to call upon you and your 8 years of experience as 
Deputy District Attorney in Alameda County, over 2 years as At¬ 
torney General, and some of the questions I would ask may be re¬ 
dundant and repetitive, but all of us here are eager to get to the 
truth. 

Now, there is no question here that Colonel North was not 
honest with you. Admiral Poindexter lied to you, and yet you have 
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indicated to us that you were convinced at that time that they 
were truthful. 

You depended upon their friendship and long association. Al¬ 
though you have indicated that it might make a difference since 
these two officers appeared before us under oath that they may be 
a bit more truthful here, but isn’t it true that under Section 1001, 
it makes no difference whether you are under oath or not, that if 
you lie to the Attorney General or lie to the Congress, it is still a 
felony? Isn’t that true? 

Attorney General Meese. Mr. Chairman, that is correct if it is an 
official statement and so on. There are certain requisites as to the 
provision of Section 1001. But in general, the statement you have 
made is correct. 

Chairman Inouye. When you were on your factfinding mission, 
wasn’t that an official function? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir, it was. 

Chairman Inouye. And that being the case and based upon your 
experience with the colonel and with the admiral and with the Di¬ 
rector of the Central Intelligence Agency, do you have any advice 
to us as to how we may determine who is lying and who is not 
lying? 

Attorney General Meese. Mr. Chairman, I recognize as you have 
stated that this is a very difficult and a very important responsibil¬ 
ity of the committee. I think that in a sense what the committee, I 
am sure, wants to come out with are some recommendations and 
some suggestions as to processes that will assist in more fundamen¬ 
tal areas of cooperation between the executive and legislative 
branches, and it may well be that as to the narrative account, the 
factual account which is of course a subsidiary to the legislative 
function that the committee may have to put almost in parallel the 
various accounts that have been revealed here both in terms of 
what was told to me the weekend of the 21st through the 24th of 
November and what was told to the committee. 

As far as whether any person will be prosecuted, as you men¬ 
tioned, that is something for other sources to develop, particularly 
the independent counsel. 

I would only say that in many aspects the different statements 
that have been made do have a certain consistency, so that I think 
there are a number of things in which the committee can draw 
conclusions because as I mentioned in my opening statement, much 
of the basic outline of what happened, the essential facts, remain 
the same today. 

I think there is no question that there was, in fact, a diversion of 
funds. I think we are all agreed to that. I think there is no question 
that certain people were involved in that. 

There is some question about to what extent they may have been 
involved, but as far as their basic involvement, I think that is 
pretty well established. 

There are certain other aspects which are more murky. The com¬ 
mittee itself has the testimony about the involvement of some of 
the players such as Mr. Secord and Mr. Hakim and others that 
have been mentioned here about which I had no information be¬ 
cause that was not revealed to me over the weekend that we were 
looking at it. 
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So I would think that the most important thing is to develop the 
factual outline as I did where all of the information seems to be 
relatively consistent and then perhaps to highlight those areas in 
which there is an inconsistency, but which I don r t think will affect 
the basic responsibilities of the committee in terms of whatever 
recommendations come out of their several weeks now of investiga¬ 
tion. 

Chairman Inouye. I was one of the junior members of a prosecu¬ 
tor’s office about 35 years ago in Honolulu, and at that time I was 
told whenever interviewing witnesses or a factfinding assignment, I 
was required to take notes and to submit a memo at the end of my 
factfinding mission or after the interview. 

Is this the standard procedure in your office, where your assist¬ 
ants are required to take notes and submit a memo? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir, generally they are, Mr. Chair¬ 
man. 

Chairman Inouye. Why didn’t you as Attorney General of the 
United States carry out the directive that you have issued to all of 
your assistants and take notes? I notice that according to the ex¬ 
change you had with Senator Mitchell, notes were not taken. 

Attorney General Meese. Well, Mr. Chairman, as I think you 
will remember from my discussion with Senator Mitchell, most of 
the time in the interviews, the notes were taken and in fact those 
notes have been relied on here for much of the information about 
which I have testified and there were only a very few instances 
that notes were not taken. 

Chairman Inouye. But these were the important interviews, 
after you began to get suspicious that something was wrong. 

Attorney General Meese. The only interview I would—I wouldn’t 
call them interviews, they were conversations—I would say the 
only conversation even in which probably notes would be valuable 
and had I had the time on the occasion, I would have jotted them 
down although I must say I have a very good recollection of them, 
would be the discussion with Admiral Poindexter. 

Chairman Inouye. After you made your expletives deleted and 
were convinced that something was dreadfully wrong, don’t you 
think that at that moment you got very concerned that notes 
should have been taken? 

Attorney General Meese. I think at that time notes were taken 
in the ensuing interviews. 

Chairman Inouye. Can I now touch upon the diversion memo? 

Was it apparent from the face of this memo that it was a draft 
and not an original? 

Attorney General Meese. I wonder if I might have the chair’s in¬ 
dulgence to give me the exhibit number of that memo. 

Chairman Inouye. I have none, but this is the one that Mr. 
Reynolds located? 

Attorney General Meese. Was it obvious that it was a draft? 

Chairman Inouye. Yes. 

Attorney General Meese. I can’t recall again whether it was ob¬ 
vious or not. It appeared to be a draft. I believe there has been tes¬ 
timony or notes to that effect. 

Chairman Inouye. Did you ask Colonel North what happened to 
the original of the memo? 
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Attorney General Meese. Well, the memo itself—again we asked 
about the memo, and my recollection is that he indicated finally 
that it had been a memorandum prepared either by him or under 
his direction, and I don’t remember any conversation, and again I 
would have to look at the memorandum to see whether it was 
clearly a draft, whether he mentioned it was a draft, or just exactly 
what it was. 

Chairman Inouye. Did you ask the colonel whether he had sent 
this memorandum to Admiral Poindexter? 

Attorney General Meese. I believe—again, I would have to refer 
to my notes—I believe that there was- 

Chairman Inouye. I believe you did not ask him. 

Attorney General Meese. Let me look at my notes if I may and 
see whether we asked him about that or at least Mr. Richardson’s 
notes. We asked whether it was something that he prepared, and 
ultimately we found out that it was. First he said he didn’t—I 
think at first he hesitated as to whether or not he had prepared it, 
but ultimately acknowledged that it had been prepared by him or 
under his direction. And I am looking now to see whether we— 
what was asked about it. 

Chairman Inouye. What I would like to know is did you ask him 
whether he had sent that memo on to the admiral? 

Attorney General Mee6E. Yes. That is what I am trying to find 
now, Mr. Chairman. I don't believe that there was any discussion 
as to this particular memorandum. There was a discussion whether 
Admiral Poindexter knew about this, but not as to the scheme. But 
I don’t find any particular reference and I can’t recall at this time, 
Mr. Chairman, whether we specifically asked him whether he had 
passed it on to Admiral Poindexter. 

Chairman Inouye. I am certain you were aware that he was a 
subordinate to the admiral? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Inouye. Wasn’t it important to know whether the 
head man got the memo, whether he knew or approved of the di¬ 
version? 

Attorney General Meese. Well, there was no question in what 
Colonel North told us that Admiral Poindexter did know about it 
and did know about this. He said that he was one of the three 
people in the Government who did know about it. 

Chairman Inouye. Did you also ask him whether he approved 
the diversion? 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t recall that question specifically 
being asked. 

Chairman Inouye. When you were first advised of this diversion, 
you were startled to a point where you said things that you would 
not ordinarily utter, and so it was very important to you, wasn’t it? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Inouye. Did you ask Colonel North who authorized 
the diversion? 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t recall whether it was asked spe¬ 
cifically in those words. It did—it was—and again I am—I think we 
asked whether this had been discussed with the President, and 
Colonel North said not as far as he was concerned, and then it was 
asked about—or he said that Admiral Poindexter was the point of 
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contact with the President, and that Mr. Fortier might be involved 
too because he was the principal deputy. I think that was the dis¬ 
cussion that was had on that subject. 

Let me just see if there is anything else that would shed a light 
on that. I think there is—definitely he told us that Mr. Poindexter 
was knowledgeable about this. I don’t know whether the question 
was asked in the form of did he authorize it? 

Chairman Inouye. When a decision of this magnitude is made, I 
am certain as in your office, as in other offices, there are other 
drafts and memos. Did you ask the colonel whether there were 
other memos relating to the diversion? 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t recall whether that was asked. 
It may have been asked after I left the meeting. 

Chairman Inouye. On your 10-minute casual conversation that 
you had with the late Director of the Central Intelligence Agency, 
can you tell us again why you did not think it was important 
enough to discuss the most important matter that was pending in 
the administration at that moment, the diversion? 

Attorney General Meese. Which conversation are we now talking 
about, Mr. Chairman? 

Chairman. Inouye. This is the one you stopped off at his house 
for 10 minutes and the conversation that you had with Mr. Casey? 

Attorney General Meese. Is this the one on Saturday evening? 

Chairman Inouye. Yes. 

Attorney General Meese. That was more than 10 minutes, that 
was about, I think I testified, anywhere from 45 minutes to an 
hour. During that conversation, I did not bring this particular 
matter up, the diversion memo, because at that time I had not seen 
the diversion memo myself, I didn’t know very much about it, we 
had not verified what that memo meant, whether there ever had 
been a diversion scheme. I knew we were going to talk with Lt. Col. 
North about it the following day, and I made the decision not to 
talk with anyone about that, including Mr. Casey, until such time 
as I knew more about it. 

Chairman Inouye. But you knew enough and suspected enough, 
didn’t you? 

Attorney General Meese. I didn’t have any basis to suspect any¬ 
thing. We didn’t know whether that memo was just somebody’s 
pipe-dream, some idea, or whether there was actually some sub¬ 
stance that it had been implemented. At that time we had no 
knowledge whatsoever of what this particular document meant. As 
I mentioned, I had not even seen the document itself. 

Chairman Inouye. Although you weren't quite certain as to the 
full import of the document, you were startled, and- 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Inouye. And shaken by that. 

Attorney General Meese. I was startled even by the possibility 
that somebody was thinking in those terms. 

Chairman Inouye. When you dealt with Mr. Casey, you were 
dealing with someone who was one of your closest friends. You had 
worked together with him in campaigns, raised funds together, you 
had enjoyed victories, and some defeats. You had gone through tur¬ 
moil of politics. You weren’t dealing with a stranger, were you? 
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Attorney General Meese. Mr. Chairman, I had dealt with Mr. 
Casey in one campaign and fortunately we had only victories, no 
defeats, and that was the campaign of 1980, but he was a good 
friend. 

Chairman Inouye. So you were dealing with someone friendly? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Inouye. Not a stranger? 

Attorney General Meese. No, sir. 

Chairman Inouye. Why were you so shy in asking him the 
$64,000 question? 

Attorney General Meese. Because of the importance of this par¬ 
ticular situation, and because I didn’t know what that information 
that had been discovered meant yet, and so I made the decision in¬ 
stinctively, I think, as any lawyer would, not to talk with anyone 
about something that important until such time as I knew what I 
was talking about. 

I think, Mr. Chairman, I have always thought since that time if I 
had talked with Mr. Casey on that Saturday evening, then this 
committee would now be asking me, “Why did you tip off Mr. 
Casey and let him cover the ground before you talked with Lt. Col. 
North?” 

Chairman Inouye. Weren’t Colonel North and the admiral 
tipped off already? 

Attorney General Meese. Not at all. They didn’t know that I— 
that we had the memorandum. As a matter of fact, that is why 
Colonel North the next day when I talked to him showed consider¬ 
able surprise that we had it. 

Chairman Inouye. In dealing with Mr. Casey, he did bring up 
the diversion with you, didn’t he? 

Attorney General Meese. No, sir. 

Chairman Inouye. He talked about Mr. Furmark. 

Attorney General Meese. He talked about Mr. Furmark, but I 
didn’t view that as part of this diversion or part of any diversion at 
that point. 

Chairman Inouye. Did that tip you off that this may have been 
related? 

Attorney General Meese. No, sir. The way he talked to me about 
the Furmark matter had nothing to do with this kind of a diver¬ 
sion or anything to do with the Contras, and it was more a threat 
to go public with a lawsuit, which was something quite apart, and 
was still part of the whole aspect of the Iranian initiative and had 
no relationship whatsoever with what was going on in Central 
America. 

Chairman Inouye. Did you discuss the diversion with the Vice 
President of the United States? 

Attorney General Meese. I did on Monday, the 24th, yes, sir. 

Chairman Inouye. Who was present at this meeting? 

Attorney General Meese. I was present with the Vice President, 
the two of us. 

Chairman Inouye. No one else? 

Attorney General Meese. No, sir. 

Chairman Inouye. Did you take notes on this meeting? 

Attorney General Meese. £Io, sir, I didn’t. It was a brief conver¬ 
sation. It was more of informing him of what was going on, but in 
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the course of that I did ask him if he knew, or he said he didn’t 
know, one of the two. 

Chairman Inouye. You are trying to recall now whether he 
said- 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t remember whether he volun¬ 
teered, I certainly never knew anything about that, or whether I 
asked him whether he knew; I can’t recall. 

Chairman Inouye. I believe, if my recollection is correct, that 
you indicated that this Finding was such that it would be resolved 
in 30 to 60 days? 

Attorney General Meese. I testified, Mr. Chairman, and it is still 
my recollection, that at the time we were briefed on this on 7 Janu¬ 
ary, 1986, it was my impression that this would be accomplished 
within a period of 30 to 60 days. It was an imminent type of thing. 
It was described in the conversations there, and I think there has 
been testimony to that effect, that this would be something that 
would go forward rather quickly. 

Chairman Inouye. That was your basic reason for acceding to 
the suggestion that the Congress not be notified immediately? 

Attorney General Meese. That was not the basic reason. The 
basic reason had to do with the jeopardy of the hostages and the 
jeopardy of the people that we had hoped to develop a relationship 
with in Iran, but it certainly was a part of the overall framework 
and assumptions that I was proceeding under at that time. 

Chairman Inouye. That 30 to 60 days would have been sufficient¬ 
ly timely? 

Attorney General Meese. The timeliness related to when the risk 
was no longer present. But 30 to 60 days was a part of my consider¬ 
ation, yes. 

Chairman Inouye. When was the Congress notified? 

Attorney General Meese. My recollection is that the project was 
still ongoing when this became public in November of 1986. And so 
it was at that time that notification came to Congress. 

Chairman Inouye. Not through official channels? 

Attorney General Meese. Not through official channels; that’s 
correct. 

Chairman Inouye. So the waiting period was beyond 60 days? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Inouye. Did you or the administration have any inten¬ 
tion to notify the Congress? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir. Everything that I had been 
told at the time of the briefing was a very definite intention to 
notify the Congress and that, as a matter of fact, I think there 
were great pains taken to identify the point at which Congress 
should be notified and that was as soon as the hostages were re¬ 
ceived and were back safe in United States custody, and as I think 
I testified earlier, even before the plane on which they were arriv¬ 
ing landed at the Air Force hospital in Weisbaden, Germany. 

Chairman Inouye. I have many other questions I’d like to ask, 
but I would like to now call upon my colleagues here, so I would 
like to reserve the balance of my time. 

May I now call upon my cochairman?- 

Chairman Hamilton. The Chair recognizes Mr. Cheney under 
the 15-minute rule. 
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Mr. Cheney. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

General, I would like to follow up on the questioning touched 
upon by the chairman of the Senate Select Committee with respect 
to this question of notifying Congress. 

One of the things I note about this whole set of developments is 
that oftentimes, while I find I disagree with the decision that was 
made by the administration, when we dig into it, we find that 
there was at least understandable justification why the President 
was concerned about the lives of the hostages, or Mr. Buckley, or 
some other aspect of it. 

I would like to look at the question of notifying Congress on that 
basis. It is my recollection that you testified that you believed, 
based upon your review of the statutes and legislative history, that 
the President had the authority clearly to withhold notification 
from the Congress; is that correct? 

Attorney General Meese. Thai was my belief at that time, and 
still is, that timely notification indicated there could be a delay 
under certain circumstances. 

Mr. Cheney. There was some flexibility. Did you consider at all 
the possibility of notifying just the so-called “Big Eight,” the chair¬ 
man and Ranking Member of the House and Senate Intelligence 
Committees, the Speaker and Republican Leader of the House and 
their counterparts in the Senate? 

Attorney General Meese. Mr. Cheney, I was not really consulted 
on the process of notification. It was rather on the legal aspects of 
a delay in notification. So really I was not present at any time 
when there was a discussion of who to notify. It was a question of 
can notification be delayed. 

Mr. Cheney. Well, I bring that up because I’m—I notice, I can’t 
help but be aware of stories they ran in the morning newspapers 
this morning. I’ve got one in front of me from the Washington 
Times, the headline of which is, “Leahy Confesses Leak Lead Him 
to Step Down.” I read briefly from it as follows: “Senator Patrick J. 
Leahy, former vice chairman of the Senate Intelligence Committee, 
admitted yesterday that he resigned from the oversight panel earli¬ 
er this year because he had leaked details of the panel’s Iran- 
Contra investigation to a television news reporter. The Vermont 
Democrat issued a statement last night admitting he had been 
careless in violating committee rules in November when he allowed 
a news reporter to view an unclassified document listing a chronol¬ 
ogy of events in the Regan administration Iran arms sale.” 

It goes on, the same story, to cite further down, “Mr. Duren- 
berger, a Republican from Minnesota, then the chairman of the 
Senate Intelligence Committee, currently is being investigated by 
the Senate Ethics Committee over allegations he leaked details 
about a U.S. intelligence source in Israel.” 

My point in raising this is that even had the President been pre¬ 
pared to deal with the so-called “Big Eight” in this particular case, 
he would have found himself dealing with two Members of Con¬ 
gress, one of whom has admitted he made an unauthorized disclo¬ 
sure of the document the committee voted not to disclose, the other 
of whom—according to press reports—is currently under investiga¬ 
tion on allegations that he leaked details about U.S. intelligence 
sources in Israel. 
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I think that’s an important point to make. Viewed in that con¬ 
text, it is a little more understandable why the administration has 
over the months and years been concerned about dealing with Con¬ 
gress on sensitive intelligence matters. 

I must say, General, that I don’t find the decision not to notify 
Congress acceptable. It seems to me both of us have to find some 
way to overcome the distrust that is currently rampant between 
the two bodies with respect to these matters, but it is clear that 
there was, or at least it would appear from these reports and ac¬ 
counts there was legitimate cause for concern that Congress could 
not keep a secret and a lot of evidence that, in fact, at various 
times in the past, various Members of Congress had in fact been 
responsible. 

Chairman Inouye. Will my friend yield? 

Mr. Cheney. Certainly I will be happy to yield to the chairman. 

Chairman Inouye. I think the record should show that Senator 
Leahy released unclassified information. 

Mr. Cheney. Well, if I may reclaim my time, Mr. Chairman? I 
don’t dispute that it was not classified, but I note that the Senate 
Intelligence Committee last night issued a statement saying a 
member of the panel violated committee rules by making an unau¬ 
thorized disclosure and resigned effective January 13, and that the 
committee had in fact voted against releasing the report and the 
vice chairman of the committee decided to unilaterally go ahead 
and do it himself. I think the record ought to reflect that. 

I will be brief, General. I don’t have a long list of questions. I 
think you’ve covered a lot of territory. 

I think it is important for us as a committee, though, to avoid 
trying to force the evidence to fit some preconceived conclusions or 
notions about what transpired here. We have investigated for 
months the question of the charge that somehow the President had 
allegation—had knowledge of the allegation that there had been a 
diversion of funds, and, of course, the fact of the matter is we 
found absolutely no evidence to support that. 

I am somewhat suspicious now, that in light of the fact that no 
smoking gun was found in connection with the diversion matter, 
that the focus has now shifted to a suggestion that somehow there 
was a cover-up of some kind; that at the direction of the President, 
with your active involvement, the administration undertook to ob¬ 
scure the facts in this particular case. Again, I find absolutely no 
evidence to support that allegation. 

We had the story this weekend in the Washington Post on 
Sunday that implied that the President presided over a meeting on 
November 10 where there had been an initiation of an effort to 
cover up these events. Of course, we find when we analyze the 
basis for that story, that while that may have been the implication, 
the story simply doesn’t support it. The President clearly was con¬ 
cerned on November 10, as your notes and the notes of others 
clearly demonstrate, with trying to obtain the release of two addi¬ 
tional hostages, that his basic message to his officials was not to 
discuss the subject at all. 

I have a vivid recollection of that period of time when David Ja¬ 
cobsen, one of the hostages recently released from Lebanon, was 
standing on the steps of the Rose Garden at the White House 
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pleading with the White House press corps not to dig too deeply in 
this matter because lives were at stake. I think it is clear that the 
allegation that somehow the November 10th meeting involved a 
cover-up simply doesn’t hold up. 

The allegations obviously with respect to your involvement fo¬ 
cused on that weekend of November 21st through 25th. Again, 
while the committee has an obligation to ask difficult questions 
and to probe these matters, I also think we have to resist the tend¬ 
ency to be Monday-morning quarterbacks and to put ourselves in 
your position and judge your actions now with the benefit of hind¬ 
sight. 

I think it is very clear to me that based on the evidence we have 
seen, that any allegation that there is a cover-up simply is untrue, 
that it is not supported by the facts, just as there was no evidence 
to support the allegation that somehow the President had knowl¬ 
edge of the diversion. There is absolutely no evidence to support 
the allegation that somehow there was a coverup. 

I think the members of these committees need to keep a few 
basic facts in mind. We often operate as if we were the ones to un¬ 
cover the events being investigated here. That the committees took 
action to stop the sale of arms to Iran, et cetera. Of course, that is 
not true. 

The facts are that the President is the one who, together with 
the Attorney General and other officials in his administration, 
made the decision to stop the policy, that he changed the policy 
when it became clear there was a mistake, that he undertook the 
factual inquiry or had you undertake the factual inquiry, that led 
to the discovery of the diversion memo, that he directed you to 
make the diversion memo public, that he’s the one who set up the 
Tower Commission and subjected his administration to the some¬ 
what excruciating scrutiny that that entailed, that you called for 
the appointment of the independent counsel, that the President re¬ 
placed the NSC Adviser, the deputy, and many key members on 
the NSC staff, hired a new Chief of Staff for the White House, and 
a new CIA Director, and all of that happened before this committee 
held a single day of public hearings this spring. 

Finally, I think it is important for everyone to remember that 
the President has gone all out to cooperate with the committees. 
That he has directed that all administration officials come forward 
and cooperate with the committee, that not one single claim of Ex¬ 
ecutive Privilege has ever been imposed, although it certainly was 
justified in many instances. The committee has had access to the 
most sensitive minutes of NSC and NSPG meetings. We have had 
access to the detailed notes of the President’s subordinates, yours 
and others, and finally the President gave us access to his own per¬ 
sonal diary to review these events. 

We are here today having had a full and complete airing of these 
matters and nearing the end of our investigation in large part be¬ 
cause of the actions of the President and yourself and other mem¬ 
bers of the administration. I think this committee and the press 
need to recall these facts in order to keep these events in perspec¬ 
tive and in order to avoid misleading the American people about 
the events that we have under review. 

Thank you very much for your testimony. 
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Attorney General Meese. Thank you, Mr. Cheney. 

Chairman Inouye. The chair recognizes Senator Cohen for 2 min¬ 
utes. 

Mr. Cohen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I would just like to respond for a moment about the statement 
concerning Senator Leahy. I don’t think that it should be taken out 
of context. 

Number one, I voted last January to oppose the release of the 
Intelligence Committee’s first draft of its investigation. I believe I 
was the only Republican to do so and took considerable heat for 
doing so. I did so because at that time the administration was put¬ 
ting pressure on the membership to come out with a report so the 
President would know what in fact had happened in his own ad¬ 
ministration. I was not opposed to releasing the classified—the 
non-classifled document, but I was concerned that it was incom¬ 
plete, that the members hadn’t read it, so I opposed it. 

Ironically, this report was the one the administration wanted 
out, so Patrick Leahy, in essence, unwittingly was doing the admin¬ 
istration’s work in that regard. 

But it should be pointed out consistently, it did not involve classi¬ 
fied information, and if there is any evidence that Senator Leahy 
or Senator Durenberger have ever released classified information, 
any member who has that information should bring it forward. 

I just want to say that if the President was concerned that either 
Senator Leahy or Senator Durenberger were untrustworthy, then 
he could have gone to the “Big Four. That is the leadership of the 
House and the Senate. And if the President did not feel that the 
two leaders of the House and the two leaders of the Senate were 
trustworthy, I think we are in big trouble as a country. 

I think that disclosure on the part of Senator Leahy ought to be 
placed in context. We were opposed to the release of that docu¬ 
ment. It was, in fact, inadvertently or unwittingly leaked, however. 
Nonetheless, I think Senator Leahy’s departure from the commit¬ 
tee was a strong signal that we on the Senate Intelligence Commit¬ 
tee are not going to tolerate it, and that indeed the administration 
can have faith and confidence in the committee of the House and 
the committee of the Senate. 

Chairman Inouye. Thank you very much. The Chair recognizes 
Senator Heflin for 15 minutes. 

Mr. Heflin. Mr. Meese, I would like to get into the question a 
little bit concerning the legality of the decision that was made by 
which the profits from the arms sales were diverted or given to the 
Contras—not from the viewpoint of the Boland Amendment, but 
from the authority of the official who made the decision. 

It appears that it was Admiral Poindexter, but from the view¬ 
point of leaving that possibility open, it—Mr. Fortier or somebody 
else possibly could—but from the viewpoint of the person who 
made the decision, and assuming that it was—that it was an offi¬ 
cial of the National Security Council or in that office, there is no 
question in your mind that other than the President, there would 
be no one who would have the authority, if it was otherwise legal, 
to have made the decision, is there? 

Attorney General Meese. No, sir. There is no doubt in my mind 
that the authority would have to come from the President. 
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Mr. Heflin. So we really have what is basically a decision that 
was made that was an illegal act. 

Now, if you had had a written document and the name of Ronald 
Reagan had been forged to it, it would have been an illegal docu¬ 
ment, would it not have been? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Heflin. So we have what is in the effect of close to being the 
moral equivalent of a forgery that occurred—forgery usually mean¬ 
ing the signature, but the act itself was unauthorized, illegal, and, 
in effect, technically because of that creates a nullity relative to its 
authority, power and its scope; would you not agree? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir. I think I would generally 
agree with that statement, that there’s no question that there was 
no authority for the actions that took place. 

Mr. Heflin. All right, sir. 

Now, do we have on the statute books criminal statutes relative 
to unauthorized acts by officials who do not have the authority? 

Attorney General Meese. It would depend, Senator, on the par¬ 
ticular circumstances. 

In this case it is conceivable that, because funds were involved, 
that the statutes relating to misappropriation of funds would be ap¬ 
plicable under a variety of circumstances that may be present here. 

Mr. Heflin. Now, do we—well, I will ask this do you feel that 
our laws are adequate to prevent the unauthorized sale or the 
misuse of government property or government money? 

Attorney General Meese. To the best of my knowledge, Senator, 
the current laws that we have are adequate, and we really 
wouldn’t know the answer to that in this case until we see the re¬ 
sults of the independent counsel’s investigation. 

But based upon the preliminary review that was done by the De¬ 
partment of Justice in the Criminal Division and in our Office of 
Legal Counsel, I would say adequate laws do exist on the books for 
coverage of the kind of situation here. 

Mr. Heflin. All right, sir. 

Now, you mentioned—relative to ownership of the money in the 
bank accounts, you mentioned the constructive trust. A lot of lay 
people probably don’t understand what a constructive trust is. 

Can you give us sort of a capsule definition of a constructive 
trust? 

Attorney General Meese. Basically the theory would go, Sena¬ 
tor—as you probably know better than I, from your experience as a 
judge—but it would be based upon the Agency idea, and that is 
that a person who is an agent of the U.S. Government and who 
sells U.S. Government property ana makes a profit on that sale, 
that is not entitled to keep that profit for himself or herself or to 
divert it to some other use of that person’s choice, but rather that 
that—those profits also become the property of the United States, 
and that anyone who then misappropriates those funds may them¬ 
selves be guilty of a crime. 

Mr. ^ Heflin. Would you agree—this is— I am quoting from 
Black’s Law Dictionary, not always a good source of law, but it sort 
of succinctly there puts it. It quotes a constructive trust as being a 
trust created by the operation of law against one who, by actual or 
constructive fraud, by duress, or by abuse of confidence, or by com- 
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mission of wrong, or by any form of unconscionable conduct or 
other questionable means, has obtained or holds legal right to prop¬ 
erty which he should not, in equity and good conscience, hold and 
enjoy. That is the definition. 

It would appear that your constructive trust concept here may go 
back to the—also further to the illegality of the authorization to go 
forward with the diversion as it would apply to the properties that 
were acquired pursuant to the diversion, such as airplanes, other 
properties which might be there. 

Would you agree with that? 

Attorney General Meese. It is possible, Senator. And these are 
facts, of course, that I don’t have, so it is difficult to comment. 

Let me say, however, we have been talking about essentially ab¬ 
stract theories. I want to make it clear that I am not saying that 
anyone is guilty of any crimes. This is a matter for the independ¬ 
ent counsel, and also—I say this particularly because I have a very 
high regard for the individuals involved, and I think it is important 
to recognize that there may be a lot of equitable reasons and other 
matters that are involved that would have to be judged by someone 
who is weighing the entire situation. 

So what I have said is really talking to you in the abstract, 
rather than either saying that anyone is guilty of any crime or 
anyone should be accused of any crime. 

Mr. Heflin. Well, I agree with you. I am certainly—do not want 
to be construed as having put forth an idea that anybody is guilty, 
because I think that's a determination that has to be made through 
the criminal process that we are going through. 

But these matters are things that I think we will bear in mind, 
because really the question, one of the probable areas we ought to 
look at, is the question if an illegal act did occur and it is the cause 
for many, many of the problems that we are confronted with today 
as to whether or not the laws are adequate to take care of illegal 
acts in the future. 

Now, while we are speaking on a legal basis, I wonder if you 
might recall, at the time that you made the decision to seek the 
appointment of an independent counsel in this case, what criminal 
laws did you consider might be—might have been violated which 
would have therefore caused you to move into the area of request¬ 
ing an independent counsel? 

Attorney General Meese. Senator, it is my recollection that the 
kinds of laws that might be involved, might possibly have been in¬ 
volved, went to misappropriation of government funds or defraud¬ 
ing of the government—the kinds of things we have just been dis¬ 
cussing. 

I say might be involved, because that’s exactly what it was. We 
were not able, under the independent counsel statute, to use some 
of the procedures that you would normally use—grand jury testi¬ 
mony, granting of immunity and the like—in the Justice Depart¬ 
ment in our opinion because of the fact that officials involved were 
high-level persons in the White House or the National Security 
Council staff, and it was for that reason that we felt the spirit of 
the independent counsel act clearly mandated our seeking the ap¬ 
pointment of an independent counsel through the District— 
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through the Special Division of the Court for the Circuit Court for 
the District of Columbia. 

Mr. Heflin. Let me leave legal matters and ask you, in your 
press conference that you had on the 25th of November at which 
you announced the resignation of Admiral Poindexter and the dis¬ 
missal of Colonel North, you used then that there could have been 
from 10 to 30 million dollars diverted from profits of the arms sale 
to the Contra use. 

How did you calculate that bracket of from 10 to 30 million? 

Attorney General Meese. As I mentioned at that news confer¬ 
ence, we didn’t have all the facts at that time so we had to do some 
rough calculations, and I said, I believe on some 40 occasions, that 
there was more to come, more information to come, and that we 
didn’t have total information on which to base the different items 
of information that were being revealed. 

But ir. that particular matter, I believe Colonel North told us 
that in the one transaction that he remembered clearly, that he 
thought that there were about $12 million that had resulted from 
that transaction which had gone to the Freedom Fighters in Nica¬ 
ragua. He said he thought it was either two or—that there was 
either one or two additional situations. 

And so trying to get some kind of a bracket, as you say, I indicat¬ 
ed in the news conference that the amount was probably some¬ 
where between 10 and 30 million dollars, just getting a rough ap¬ 
proximation based on what we had been told on the previous 
Sunday. 

Mr. Heflin. I’m led to believe that—and it may be erroneous, 
but this is my understanding—that relative to the decision to ter¬ 
minate Colonel North rather than allow him to resign, that this de¬ 
cision was made largely between you and Mr. Donald Regan, per¬ 
haps with the President. 

Who recommended—whose idea was it that Colonel North be 
fired rather than being allowed to resign his position? 

Attorney General Meese. Senator, I can’t remember for sure. 

It was not a matter of firing him per se. It was a matter of trans¬ 
ferring him back to the Marine Corps where he was on detail. 

Mr. Heflin. Well, it comes out to the public he was fired. 

Attorney General Meese. It comes out the same way, I agree 
with you. 

I think there was no question in anybody’s mind that his contin¬ 
ued service on the National Security Council staff was probably not 
advisable at that point, and therefore it was a matter that his situ¬ 
ation was different than that of Admiral Poindexter, who was an 
appointed or—in terms of the White House parlance—had a com¬ 
mission from the President which he would have to resign. 

Colonel North was in a different category. He was assigned to 
the White House or to the National Security Council staff by the 
Marine Corps, so it was simply a matter of having that detail be 
removed and he be transferred back. So there were two different 
types of personnel actions. 

As far as who—it was decided—it was discussed among the three 
of us at least—there may have been others there—the three of us 
being the President, Mr. Regan, and myself. 
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I can’t recall exactly who said what, but I think it is obvious that 
Mr. Regan, as the Chief of Staff of the White House, had a major 
role in it. 

Mr. Heflin. Mr. Chairman, I have no further Questions. 

Chairman Hamilton. Mr. Fascell is recognized. 

Mr. Fascell. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Attorney General, on December 10 of last year the Director 
of the CIA testified before the Foreign Affairs Committee. He had 
previously testified, I believe, before the Senate and House Intelli¬ 
gence Committees, and without characterizing the testimony in 
any way—it is not my purpose here—I noticed that your Assistant 
Attorney General for Legislative Affairs was there during the 
whole hearing, took copious notes. 

The question I have is—and I think that is standard; we see that 
all the time—did he report to you as to what had transpired in 
that hearing? 

Attorney General Meese. Mr. Fascell, I don’t have any recollec¬ 
tion that he did. 

This was on the 10th of December? 

Mr. Fascell. Yes. 

Attorney General Meese. 1986? 

I don’t have any recollection. It is entirely possible that he might 
have reported to me on the hearing. But I just don’t recall it at this 
time. 

Mr. Fascell. Well, I know he’s a good notetaker. I am sure if he 
had detected anything at all that should be flagged as well as just 
what the general trend of the testimony was, I know that he would 
report that to you. I just assume that. I take judicial notice of that. 

I’m just wondering if you have any independent recollection as to 
whether or not he told you at that time that the testimony given 
by the Director at that meeting was totally in conflict with some¬ 
thing that you already knew to the contrary. 

Attorney General Meese. No, sir. I don’t recall anything like 
that. And I don’t recall any of the subject matter that you are re¬ 
ferring to. 

Mr. Fascell. Now, the chances are that if that had occurred, it 
would certainly be noted in his notes, and it would come to your 
attention if he thought it was important. 

I am just surmising that. You don’t have to agree or disagree. 

In other hearings and also in depositions taken for this hearing, 
there have been representatives of your office in attendance. They 
have taken many notes, and I suppose John Bolton was the chief 
among them. 

I assume that they reported to you, since he works for you, as to 
what the contents of those notes were, or he has some reason for 
taking them. 

Attorney General Meese. Yes. From time to time there may have 
been reports. Part of it was just to, I’m sure, record the informa¬ 
tion so as to have that information available if testimony was pre¬ 
pared or if other—for other reasons, including meetings such as 
this. 

Mr. Fascell. Well, now, as a matter of fact, on November when¬ 
ever it was—when the President said I’ve got to have somebody 



359 

look at this, review this whole thing, you were that person. So you 
were in charge- 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fascell. —of looking at this entire matter. You talked to the 
principals who are involved and you conducted your review—I 
want to stay away from the formality of the matter—you conduct¬ 
ed your review and at or about the same timeframe and from then 
on there were hearings, all kinds of things were happening. But 
the real part of this didn’t start, as far as these committees are 
concerned, until after we were organized, January, February, or 
whenever it was. 

Then we started taking a lot of depositions, and I assume, as a 
normal function of the Attorney General’s Office, you would have 
to keep up with everything that was going on—you’re still Presi¬ 
dent's chief legal officer. 

Now, the same thing was happening in the State Department 
and the CIA. All the depositions and the hearings, they had note- 
takers from State and from CIA. 

Now, did those offices, that is, the general counsels or whoever 
they are, did they report back to the Attorney General as to what 
they had observed or heard? 

Attorney General Meese. At the various hearings? 

Mr. Fascell. Various hearings or depositions or whatever. 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t believe they did. They may have 
in particular instances, but as far as I know in general, they prob¬ 
ably would not have. 

Mr. Fascell. But as far as anything that came within your gen¬ 
eral interest area, as the Attorney General, you would do the 
normal thing and have your note takers present, and that informa¬ 
tion would be correlated, consolidated, and reviewed or whatever? 

Attorney General Meese. Ideally that is true. Sometimes there 
are so many things going on that the correlation, consolidation, 
and review is not as complete as we would like to have it. But in 
any event, the notetakers would probably be there. 

Mr. Fascell. It would help this committee, it seems to me, if we 
had the benefit of that because I am sure the note takers were very 
sensitive to any differences or even intonation that might possibly 
shed some light as to what was going on and if we haven’t done 
that, Mr. Chairman, I think it would be very essential for us to get 
John Bolton’s notes and anybody else’s who had some responsibil¬ 
ity dealing with this Iran affair, particularly at the time the Attor¬ 
ney General was put in charge of the review. 

Again, I am not ascribing that anything is wrong, but it seems to 
me we have so much information, yet we have so much informa¬ 
tion that we don’t have, it would be useful to get the information 
that we don’t have. 

Attorney General Meese. Mr. Fascell, I believe in the case of the 
Justice Department, almost every piece of information we have has 
been presented to the committee. 

I know that, as I mentioned yesterday, some 36,000 pages of ma¬ 
terials have been provided. 

In the case of Mr. Bolton’s notes that you described, most of the 
time Mr. Bolton only takes notes for immediate purposes of report¬ 
ing if there is any reason to report and when transcripts of hear- 



360 


ings become available, he routinely then discards his notes because 
the transcript is a more accurate way of depicting what went on 
than the notes themselves. 

Mr. Fascell. I don’t know whether I agree with that. The tran¬ 
script will not reveal what Mr. Bolton said or wrote and if we don’t 
have those notes, I would be a little bit unhappy and surprised that 
they are not available, since they would make a tremendous contri¬ 
bution to this committee. 

I have not seen any. Maybe somebody on the committee staff 
knows that they are here. 

Now let me just switch gears a minute, because you see it would 
be very important for you to know as Attorney General if the testi¬ 
mony given in a hearing was in direct conflict with the facts as 
early as possible. 

I just can’t—you know, I for some reason have a hard time with 
that and it would have to be relayed to the question of do you turn 
it over to the Criminal Division, do you go to independent counsel, 
all that may have been in your mind. 

At some point in time, you may have decided well there is so 
much here, I just can’t take a chance, there is potential criminal 
liability, it is a possibility, and we have to avoid the conflict and we 
just have no choice, we have got to go for the independent counsel. 

But my recollection is when it started out, there wasn’t much en¬ 
thusiasm for an independent counsel. That is the way I recall it. 

Whether that is fair or not, I don’t know. 

Now, you had a press conference with the President, and I think 
I know part of the answer, but why did you have that press confer¬ 
ence with the President? 

Attorney General Meese. Mr. Fascell, the reason was that the 
President, as I mentioned I believe in my opening statement and a 
couple of times since, the President was adamant that the informa¬ 
tion that we had at that time be presented to the Congress and to 
the American people, and as I believe I indicated in my opening 
statement, the purpose was to make it clear that there would be no 
withholding of information from the American public and from the 
Congress and that there would be absolutely no basis for any 
charge of any coverup, and I think that was a wise decision of the 
President which has been validated in effect by a number of the 
comments that were made during the course of this hearing. 

Mr. Fascell. I think it was a wise thing to do also, Mr. Meese. I 
have no argument with that. But what got me is something that 
we have dwelled on a long time here about North’s surprise when 
he found out what was happening. He was a little bit stronger than 
that when he was testifying, so was Secord, and Poindexter a little 
less so. 

But you know, basically, and I am paraphrasing here, the record 
will speak for itself, but as I remember Colonel North’s position on 
this, based on a direct question and an answer thereto, he said, 
“Man, they just threw us over the side.” 

Now, what I have been struggling with this whole time is why he 
would have that feeling. In fact, I got a total feeling of animosity as 
far as the AG was concerned. 

One would be led to conclude that he was literally shocked out of 
his boots that, one, the information would be made public. You 
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have testified you have no reason to understand why he would take 
that attitude. 

Attorney General Meese. Oh, no, Mr. Fascell, I can understand 
why he would take that attitude because Colonel North, as you 
know from his testimony here, believed deeply in what he was 
doing, and I have a very great respect for Colonel North, I have a 
great respect for his exemplary military record and for him as a 
person, and I can fully understand why he would have that view. 

At the same time, I hope he and others would understand the 
position that the President and I were placed in, and that is that 
neither of us could carry out our responsibilities with the possibili¬ 
ty that someone would claim that we were withholding information 
from the public, from the Congress, or that we were trying to 
engage in some kind of a coverup and that in the long run the in¬ 
terests of the United States would be harmed more by a failure to 
reveal this information promptly as we did. 

Mr. Fascell. Well General, I thoroughly agree with you and it 
would be unreasonable it seems to me except in the heat of passion 
or as you say enthusiasm, to assume that the diversion could 
remain secret forever. That was the judgment you had to make, 
wasn't it? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir, and also there was the matter 
of the integrity of the administration and of the Government in 
terms of something that had been unauthorized and something 
that had major policy implications as far as both the administra¬ 
tion and the Congress. 

Mr. Fascell. Now you also had to make another decision in that 
press conference, and that was that you had to say that—with dis¬ 
claimers, you were right in doing it that way—that there was a di¬ 
version of funds, and that—and this was a preliminary decision 
with disclaimers, but this money did not belong to the United 
States Government, as I recall your statement at the time, and I 
know that you have allowed yourself plenty of room to deal with 
the fact that it might be U.S. Government money through con¬ 
structive trust or conspiracy or otherwise. 

I know that, so I am not—but what gets me is why did you have 
to make that statement at that time? What was your judgment in 
saying we have discovered a diversion of funds, it is X number of 
dollars, and we believe to start with that it is not public money? 

Attorney General Meese. The distinction I was trying to make, 
Mr. Fascell, and perhaps did not make it sufficiently accurately at 
the time was that this was not taxpayers’ money in the sense that 
if somebody had taken money out of appropriated funds. 

Mr. Fascell. In other words, it wasn’t appropriated funds. 

Attorney General Meese. I wanted to make it clear that this was 
not appropriated funds which were being diverted, but rather that 
if was from the profits of the arms transactions which were over 
and above and beyond anything in the nature of appropriated 
funds. 

Mr. Fascell. I must confess, General, that when I first read that, 
the impact on me was, well, folks, we have done our job, now we 
want to tell you that arms went there and it was extra money, but 
don’t worry because it really doesn’t belong to the United States. 
That is the impression I got. 
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Attorney General Meese. Perhaps the phraseology, in retrospect, 
with the time we have had to discuss the matter, we might have 
changed the phraseology. I thing the important think was- 

Mr. Fascell. —to set it out. 

Attorney General Meese. Number one at that time to get it out, 
but as I mentioned earlier in my testimony today, we also immedi¬ 
ately took steps to safeguard whatever money was still available so 
that it could be recovered for the benefit of the United States based 
upon the appropriate legal theories. 

Mr. Fascell. Were you consulted or involved in the decision as 
to when the President would appear—for example, at the press 
conference, a decision was made to have the President with you to 
demonstrate a follow-on, I gather, of the President’s request and 
order, and that here you were, the chief legal officer, responding to 
the American people. Did you participate in that decision? 

Attorney General Meese. The President said that he wanted per¬ 
sonally to present this to the American people, and really I was 
along as a supporting player, if you will, because I had the factual 
information on the basis of what had happened that weekend and 
that was the reason that he asked me to lay out the facts for the 
people. 

I might also say, if I could Mr. Fascell, just so that there is no 
misunderstanding, I did not consider what we were doing was toss¬ 
ing anyone over the side. As I mentioned, I have great respect for 
the individuals involved, and I think in that news conference I was 
very careful not to attach any blame or charge of illegality against 
any of the people who were involved, but merely to report what we 
had found. That was important to me at that time and it is still 
important tc me today. 

Mr. Fascell. The decision then for either Presidential state¬ 
ments or other statements coming out of the administration after 
you took charge of this operation, were you involved in those deci¬ 
sions? Did you participate in that on the basis of your fact finding, 
your legal background, et cetera? 

Attorney General Meese. I participated in the decision to bring 
this to the attention of the American public on Tuesday, the 25th 
of November, but it was hardly a decision. There was no one who 
voiced a contrary opinion that I know of in the circle around the 
President. 

Also, I participated briefly in some other subsequent decisions 
about public information, but it was only a very tangential partici¬ 
pation. 

Mr. Fascell. So as far as, if you want to call it, the spin or the 
presentation to the American people was concerned, once you had 
made your report you were basically out of it; you didn’t write 
speeches or worry about the timing? 

Attorney General Meese. No, sir, I did not. 

Mr. Fascell. The reason that I ask is because I was curious. 
Colonel North testified he even wrote speeches for the President, 
and that meant you know that they were really close in trying to 
decide what to say and how to say it and what to do. 

It just occurred to me that the chief legal officer of the United 
States would be involved in those decisions or should be. I am a 
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little bit surprised that you weren’t. I mean we are talking about 
legal questions here. 

Attorney General Meese. On legal questions, I was involved. 
There is also a White House counsel that gives day-to-day legal 
advice. I was involved on some legal matters that took place after 
that, for example the decision to announce that we were seeking 
an independent counsel—that was the kind of decision where I 
would be involved in the legal aspects of it. The timing of when it 
was announced or who announced it would be in the province of 
others. 

Mr. Fascell. Thank you, General. 

Chairman Hamilton. Mr. Broomfield. 

Mr. Broomfield. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Attorney General, welcome. 

Attorney General Meese. Thank you. 

Mr. Broomfield. I’m happy to see you here, and I want to com¬ 
pliment you on your appearance. I think you have been very direct 
and candid with the committee, and I think it has been obviously 
very useful. 

Listening to you over the last couple of days, I think frankly you 
have been somewhat maligned by statements made by people 
before you made your appearance before this committee. I think 
statements that your investigation attempted to cover up are some¬ 
how inappropriate, before you testified to this committee, in my 
judgment, has been regrettable. Characterizing your testimony 
prior to your appearance prejudges the public perception of your 
participation in these matters. 

Mr. Attorney General, I think it is extremely important that 
your involvement in gathering the facts be placed in context. You 
discovered the diversion memorandum on September—November 
the 22d, as I recall. Within 3 days after your discovery, the Presi¬ 
dent disclosed the Contra connection and made it public to the 
American people. A lot has been said about the destruction of evi¬ 
dence, but if your factfinding mission had not discovered the diver¬ 
sion memo, it may have been possible for Colonel North and others 
obviously to eliminate all documentation of the Contra fund diver¬ 
sion. 

I say—some of them may say that you did your job too well. 
Your testimony before the committee has been very useful and you 
have been very cooperative and responsive to the committee re¬ 
quests for information. 

I have just three or four questions that I would like to ask you 
regarding the decisionmaking process. I think it would be helpful 
for our committee. 

My first question is—should the \ttorney General always be a 
participant in the review of Presidential Covert Action Finding?? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, Mr. Broomfield, I believe that the 
Attorney General should. I think that the opportunity for the De¬ 
partment of Justice to review such Findings in advance of a meet¬ 
ing, to be sure that their form is sufficient as to satisfy the require¬ 
ments of the law and to provide advice to the Pre: ident on the 
Finding, should be and is a very valuable bit of information that 
can be provided to the President. 
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It is also my understanding that this is a procedure which the 
Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs is current¬ 
ly developing, and we look forward to participating in such a proc¬ 
ess, and I believe it would be a very valuable addition to make that 
a standard operating procedure. 

Mr. Broomfield. Should the Attorney General be a participant 
in Presidential Findings which authorize activities contrary to ex¬ 
plicit U.S. policies adopted through law or executive order? 

Attorney General Meese. I think absolutely an Attorney General 
should be involved in the consideration of such matters. 

I would expect that there would be very few, if any, such Find¬ 
ings or such projects contemplated by an administration, but there 
may be exigent circumstances where it is necessary, and I think to 
have sound legal advice is very important in those situations. 

Mr. Broomfield. Should the Attorney General participate in 
covert activities in which the transfer of U.S. military equipment 
or the employment of U.S. personnel overseas is involved? 

Attorney General Meese. I believe that the Attorney General 
should participate in the decisionmaking process as to such covert 
activities, yes. 

Mr. Broomfield. What about covert activities that could be in 
conflict with specific international legal obligations of the United 
States? 

Attorney General Meese. I think it is important that the Attor¬ 
ney General and the Justice Department be involved in the consid¬ 
eration of such measures, particularly so that they can provide 
complete, adequate and thorough advice to the President in regard 
to what international law or international legal matters might in¬ 
dicate, so that he will have the benefit of that advice in making his 
decision on the matter. 

Mr. Broomfield. Thank you, Mr. Attorney General. 

Mr. Chairman, I will reserve the balance of my time. 

Chairman Inouye. Senator Trible. 

Mr. Trible. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Attorney General, 
good afternoon. 

The legal and factual questions that I had planned on pursuing 
have been more than adequately covered. 

So what I would like to do is turn to a couple of institutional 
matters, if I might, Mr. Attorney General. 

As you know, the committee’s attention is now turning to its 
report and to the legislative recommendations that we will make to 
the Congress. To that end I want to pursue some of your earlier 
and very brief comments to Senator Rudman about the procedures 
that apply in the Presidential Finding process. 

In the early years of the Reagan administration all Presidential 
Findings for covert activities were seen by the Department of Jus¬ 
tice. Your predecessor, William French Smith, insisted on that. 

Then, because of the opposition, it seems, of the CIA and the Na¬ 
tional Security staff, a decision was made to discontinue that prac¬ 
tice. 

I would say parenthetically, that was before you became the At¬ 
torney General of the United States. 

To date there have been 33 Findings during the Reagan years; 17 
were reviewed by the Justice Department and 16 were not. 
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Let me ask you, if I might, a couple of quick questions about that 
procedure. 

Is there an established procedure in the administration in regard 
to who should review Findings? For example, why is it that in 
some instances the Attorney General is consulted, sometimes not? 
Often the Secretary of State will be consulted, sometimes not. 

Attorney General Meese. Senator, it is my understanding that 
there has been a difference in the way Findings have been handled 
in the past and that there has not necessarily been a procedure 
that has been routinely followed in the handling of Findings. 

It is also my understanding from conversations with Mr. Car- 
lucci, the current Assistant to the President for National Security 
Affairs, that a change is being made to develop a specific process, 
and that this will include, with a high degree of definiteness, which 
officials are consulted in the case of Findings, and that would in¬ 
clude the Attorney General as well as the Secretary of State. 

So I think the thrust of my answer to your question is that while 
there has been some difference in the way these things have been 
handled in the past, I think that a standard procedure, as I men¬ 
tioned to Mr. Broomfield, is being developed at the present time 
and will guide the handling of these Findings in the future. 

Mr. Trible. Heretofore then there really was no one that was di¬ 
recting or monitoring that process? 

Attorney General Meese. The process was directed and moni¬ 
tored, if you will, by the National Security Council staff, but there 
was not a routine review of these by other officials who participate 
in the activities of the National Security Council itself. 

Mr. Trible. Surely the Attorney General should have the oppor¬ 
tunity to be consulted and you have said that here today. You have 
also mentioned the Secretary of State. 

What about the Vice President and Secretary of Defense? They, 
too, of course, are statutory members of the National Security 
Council and would have important input. 

Attorney General Meese. I believe that all of the statutory mem¬ 
bers of the National Security Council, as well as the statutory ad¬ 
visers, the Director of Central Intelligence and the chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, should participate in the review of covert ac¬ 
tions. 

I also believe that the appointed members of the National Securi¬ 
ty Council—which would include the Secretary of the Treasury, the 
Attorney General, and the Chief of Staff of the White House, who 
normally attend National Security Council meetings—should also 
be consulted. 

Mr. Trible. So basically what you are saying is that when the 
administration contemplates these kinds of activities, that all the 
wise men should be consulted, because that is an important part of 
the process, is it not? 

Attorney General Meese. I believe it is, and I think that the 
whole idea of having a National Security Council was to have a 
single body which cculd provide the kind of advice that a President 
needs on these kinds of issues, and that certainly Covert Action 
Findings and covert action projects are the kind of thing that are 
contemplated as the ideal subject matter for National Security 
Council deliberations. 
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Mr. Trible. As Attorney General, you also believe that Findings 
should be reduced to writing as well? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir, without question. 

Mr. Trible Let me turn our attention to the issue of congres¬ 
sional notification, hard to define, but obviously an important part 
of the process. The National Security Act, as you well know, re¬ 
quires prior notification to the Intelligence Committees of the 
House and Senate for all covert activities. Where there is no prior 
authorization or prior consultation or notification, the committees 
must be informed in a timely fashion. 

Now, there is no statutory definition of timely fashion, and it 
may well be impossible to legislate one, but we have to have a 
better sense of what it is that represents timely notice. What, in 
your view as Attorney General, should constitute timely notice? 

Attorney General Meese. Senator, I think that in the normal sit¬ 
uation, timely notice, if there has not been prior notification, would 
seem to me to be something in the neighborhood of 48 hours. I be¬ 
lieve that there are currently discussions going on between repre¬ 
sentatives of the National Security Council staff and representa¬ 
tives of the standing Committees on Intelligence at developing 
some kind of a procedure such as that. 

Mr. Trible. Forty-eight hours might not be enough time in my 
own view, but certainly 11 months is too long, so there has to be 
notification in a more timely manner. 

As I understand your testimony, you were consulted in terms of 
the January Finding, and it was your view that this was going to 
be a short-lived operation, that notification would follow promptly. 
And then you really were kind of cut out of the process, is that not 
the case? 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct, as I believe I stated in 
my opening statement. It was apparent that I was not among those 
who had a need to know, and I certainly accept that. I would think, 
however, in regard to timely—going back to what you mentioned 
about timely matters, there may be occasions when, as you point 
out, 48 hours is too short a period of time. There may be exigent 
circumstances in very rare cases where more time is necessary for 
some peculiar condition which might include some jeopardy or 
things like that. 

But I think as far as the timeliness, certainly a way to prevent it 
from going to something like 11 months is that the National Secu¬ 
rity Council itself should periodically review covert actions, par¬ 
ticularly those which have initially a short timeframe but which do 
drag on, and I think that would be another way to have periodic, 
on a quarterly basis or a 60-day basis, a regular review of covert 
actions, particularly if there is any circumstance where Congress 
has not been notified, to be sure that there still is validity, number 
one, to the action itself and, number two, to the delay in notifica¬ 
tion of Congress. 

Mr. Trible. What we need to do is to construct a process where 
decisions can be made in confidence and yet not in a vacuum. It 
seems to me we have to find a way in which the wise heads within 
the administration can be fully consulted and at the same time the 
administration and the Congress can move forward together. Clear- 
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ly, that is essential if we are going to have coherent policy on the 
one hand and succeed on the other. 

Attorney General Meese. I agree with you entirely, Senator, and 
1 know that is the desire of President Reagan. lie has specifically 
requested Mr. Carlucci to develop that kind of a process so that 
that relationship will result from an effective understanding be¬ 
tween the two branches as to how they can best work together for 
a constructive policy—constructive process that will produce the 
best results in terms of a policy that will be supported by both the 
executive and the congressional branch. 

Mr. Trible. Let us pursue these matters. We would welcome 
your advice and counsel, and I thank you for your testimony and 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Chairman Hamilton. Mr. Foley 

Mr. Foley. Mr. Attorney General, the day is growing late, so I’m 
not going to take my full time. In fact, I was going to put some 
questions to you that were the questions that Senator Trible exam¬ 
ined. I think they are important questions, and I want to compli¬ 
ment you on the answers, and I hope that this will be the effort of 
the President to establish a regular review of covert actions and to 
establish some understanding of what timely notice is meant to be. 
I think this is a very constructive addition to the hearings. 

Thank you, sir. 

Chairman Hamilton. Mr. Hyde. 

Mr. Hyde. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Good afternoon, general. I just want to put a plug in for flexibil¬ 
ity. When it comes to timely notice, 48 hours is relatively meaning¬ 
less. I would say one should measure timely notice by the nature of 
the event rather than the ticking of the clock. 

For example, in Iran we had about six of our people oyer there 
who found their way into the Canadian Embassy, and it took, 3 
months to get them out--some very fine work by the Canadians 
and our CIA. And the Canadians insisted that no notice be given to 
anybody because their citizens’ lives were at stake, and one must 
respect that, and one doesn’t want to be violating the law by re¬ 
specting the wishes of a third country. 

So I am not concerned with the phrase “timely notice.” I think 
that is about all one should say, and the events should determine 
whether it is timely or not, in my humble opinion.. 

Let me comment about some benign criticism that the President 
had the bad taste to appoint a friend to be Attorney General. 

One must smile at that because of the ultimate appointment of a 
friend was by the revered John F. Kennedy who put his brother in 
office, and as one passes the hallowed halls of the Justice Depart¬ 
ment, past the portrait of Ramsey Clark and others, I think we are 
fortunate to have Edwin Meese in there, and the fact that the 
President put someone in whom he has known, in whom he has 
confidence and trust, it seems to me is an asset, not a liability. 

I, too, however, perhaps—contrary to Mr. Bolton for whom my 
admiration is boundless—don't think badly of the independent 
counsel concept. 

When Griffin Bell was Attorney General and Hamilton Jordan 
had some problems—which happily were resolved in his favor—but 
I felt it perhaps inappropriate that Griffin Bell deal with that. I 
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think that situation is true for members of the Reagan administra¬ 
tion. 

So I have no problem with independent counsels. Perhaps there 
is some way to structure the law so there is some more accountabil¬ 
ity and perhaps to a panel of court, but I have no problem with 
that. 

But I notice we in Congress distance ourselves from our own al¬ 
leged peccadillos, the ethical problems that Members of the House 
and Senate have. We aren’t enamored of the idea of an independ¬ 
ent counsel looking into our problems. 

We keep it inside in the club, so to speak. 

And you know, as one who may be the beneficiary of that club 
some day, God forbid, I can understand the attachment to that 
notice, but it seems to me a little—I detect a little of the sound of 
tin when people complain about lack of zeal for the concept of inde¬ 
pendent counsel, when they themselves remove themselves phys¬ 
ically and spiritually and politically from the same concept. 

Now, my friend from Maine, who is not here—yes, he is here. In 
fact, I say my dear friend from Maine, now that is here. 

Mr. Cohen. What would you say if I were not here? 

Mr. Hyde. My very dear friend. I wouldn’t want to overdo it, but 
nonetheless, he talked about the hat trick. Only he had a different 
hat trick. He said fool the Ayatollah, fool Congress, and help the 
Contras. That was his hat trick. 

My version of that hat : 'ck was, use the assets of tyranny to 
support the cause of freedom and maybe get some hostages out. 
That is a real hat trick.—Assuming it is legal and assuming it 
works. 

I am not yet convinced, having listened to the dialog between 
yourself and members of this committee, that there was a diver¬ 
sion. I don’t know. 

The constructive trust idea is interesting. 

Judge Heflin read a definition from Black’s Law Dictionary that 
I suppose is acceptable, but as I understand it, General Secord 
bought the weapons from the CIA, paid upfront whatever they 
charged, whatever they wanted. 

They didn’t release the weapons until he paid for them. Then he 
- in turn sold them to Ghorbanifar. 

Now, he also marked them up for handling charges, insurance, 
transportation, and whatever. He set the final price, the ultimate 
price to Ghorbanifar, who then dealt with the Iranians. 

Now I am not altogether convinced that those proceeds necessari¬ 
ly belong to the Treasury since Secord bought them from the CIA 
and paid whatever they wanted in front. I don’t know. I think 
there is an argument there. 

I suspect without knowing that some of those millions are being 
held in another constructive trust, perhaps for some Iranians who 
were willing to pay those prices in the expectation that there 
would be some baksheesh, I believe the term is. I don’t know. 

But I wouldn’t rule that out, as the phrase goes around here. 

Attorney General Meese. I think you will remember I was speak¬ 
ing only hypothetically and did not come to any conclusions along 
that line for the reasons you suggested. 
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Mr. Hyde. I understand. I understand. I think it is a fascinating 
legal problem. We have all rushed to judgment on it, and I have 
not seen a real analysis yet. But I am sure that will happen in an¬ 
other place, perhaps at another time. 

Mr. Attorney General, in an earlier Congress, when—where 
many members of this committee served, I might add—I am speak¬ 
ing of April 23d, 1980—it seemed to me we had a clearer under¬ 
standing of the value of secrecy, where hostages lives were in¬ 
volved. 

There were two resolutions of inquiry in the House demanding 
that the Carter administration tell Congress everything they knew, 
had done—documents, information, about relations with the Shah, 
any arrangements made to take care of the Shah, now that he had 
left Iran, abdicated—and the other resolution was for all of the de¬ 
tails of our relationship with Iran, and those two resolutions were 
debated on the Floor of the House, and one cf the people engaging 
in the debate, who is also a member of this committee, his ideas 
prevailed, I might add. 

He said, “To accuse the White House—” and this may be “deja 
vu again,” Mr. Attorney General—“To accuse the White House 
and the State Department of ineptitude is indeed like shooting Fish 
in a barrel. But what does it profit us? It is our government. It is 
the only government we have, and if we continue to publicly dis¬ 
play our lack of confidence in our government, we continue to pro¬ 
vide grist for a Soviet miscalculation. 

“Mr. Speaker, the stakes are extremely high. It is not simply 
springing 50 hostages. The Soviets are poised on the borders and if 
we continue to show division to the international community on 
the home front, if we continue to divert our attention from the in¬ 
credible breaches of decency that have occurred by the Iranian 
Government and talk about division and ineptitude and lack of 
support on the home front, we encourage the Soviet Union and the 
militants in Iran to say, ‘Look, they are falling all over themselves. 
The longer we hold on, the more they will continue to snipe at 
their government.’ 

“I think the stakes are too high to put our dirty linen—and 
indeed it may be dirty linen—out on the line for the world to see. 
Therefore, I support the motion to table.” 

And I might point out both of these resolutions were tabled by 
overwhelming votes of 342 to 57, 314 to 90. And every member on 
this committee that was in the House of Representatives on that 
date, save one, voted to table those resolutions, recognizing the 
need for the lives of the hostages being in jeopardy, the need for 
protecting them. 

So, as I say, what goes around comes around. Maybe we will 
come back to those times when there was more sensitivity to the 
lives of hostages, thus permitting some secrecy. 

Now,, leaks have been mentioned by my friend from Wyoming. 
That is a very sensitive subject up here, because there is a myth 
that we don’t leak. It all happens down the street somewhere. 

The truth is, of course, everybody leaks. The executive—more 
leaks from the executive, because there are more people connected 
with the executive. 

You talk to the State Department, all of the agencies. 
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I guess per capita, we might leak more up here. I don’t know of 
any scientist—maybe Norman Ornstein could go into that, taking 
time out from whatever it is he is doing. 

Yesterday’s New York Times had a fascinating little squib on 
leaking, a poll on leaking. I don’t have the page, but it is a column 
called “Briefing.” 

It talks about leaking, defines it, and points out that there was a 
poll in a magazine called American Politics that circulated to what 
it calls Washington insiders, Members of Congress, government of¬ 
ficials, lawyers, lobbyists, and diplomats. 

Of 780 readers who filled out a questionnaire in the June issue, 
28 percent admitted to having engaged in leaking. 

I won’t tell you how many were Democrats or Republicans, be¬ 
cause we are, if nothing, we are nonpartisan in this committee. 

I will say this: philosophically, 36 percent of the leakers said they 
were liberals; 29 percent moderates—I guess that is a euphemism 
for progressive—and 23 percent conservatives. 

So we have 65 percent of the leakers admit they are moderates 
or liberals and 23 percent conservative. 

I don’t know what that adds to our store of information here, but 
I kind of like that statistic. 

Thank you, General. 

Attorney General Meese. Thank you, Mr. Hyde. 

Chairman Inouye. The Chair recognizes Senator McClure. 

Mr. McClure. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Attorney General, I know it is late. I know you are anxious 
to get this session completed, and I suspect you are only slightly 
more anxious than we are. But there are two or three questions I 
think might be helpful to add to the record at this point just to 
kind of round out the testimony that you have given. 

I noticed on, in particular, on page 13 of your opening statement, 
I will just read from it, I think you will remember that you had 
said that you had discussed the matter of the fact-gathering in¬ 
quiry with FBI Director William Webster, who concurred that it 
would be inappropriate to utilize FBI investigators. 

I wonder if you would tell us why it—why you and he thought it 
would be inappropriate at that stage to use FBI investigators? 

Attorney General Meese. Senator McClure, the reason was that 
this was essentially a policy factfinding responsibility and putting 
together facts that had occurred within the Executive Branch. It 
was not an investigation, either criminal or civil, in the normal 
sense, and both Director Webster and I were mindful that previous 
Presidents had been severely criticized for using the FBI for 
normal administrative purposes for the benefit or policy purposes 
for the benefit of the administration rather than for the purpose 
for which funds were appropriated, namely for primarily criminal 
investigations. 

Mr. McClure. I know some have been very critical of you for the 
fact you had not launched this investigation as a criminal investi¬ 
gation at an earlier time, and you have rather extensively an¬ 
swered that question in several different ways today, but I think it 
is one of the more puzzling—and perplexing to a number of 
people—as to why if you had these hints of wrongdoing, why didn’t 
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you seal the records, lock up the doors, and exclude the personnel, 
and be worried about shredding documents and so on? 

It has also been suggested here, I think by earlier witnesses and 
alluded to today, that Poindexter, McFarlane, and North have all 
expressed some resentment of the fact that they were kind of being 
left on their own, that they were not being supported by the Presi¬ 
dent as they believed they ought to be. I think that is a fair charac¬ 
terization of at least a portion of their testimony. 

And if that is the case, what would they have done at that time 
if, instead of asking them what the facts were, you had started 
reading them their Miranda rights? Would you have been more 
likely to get information or less? 

Attorney General Meese. Senator, I think there is no question in 
my mind we would have gotten less information if we had proceed¬ 
ed in that manner, plus the fact, as you implied in your question, 
that there was absolutely no basis to commence a criminal investi¬ 
gation at that time. 

Mr. McClure. I do believe that a great many people are wonder¬ 
ing about that and have suggested from time to time, indeed as has 
been suggested here today, that perhaps you should have moved 
more vigorously. I can understand the basis for that concern, but I 
can also believe that at least at the outset, until you knew what 
the facts were and had some glimmering notion of what the facts 
were, you wanted to get information. 

That has been one of our problems with this committee. Over the 
entire period that we have been charged with the responsibility of 
getting the facts out to the American public, there are parallel 
criminal investigations and possible criminal action against indi¬ 
viduals. We have had to be very careful as we tried to separate the 
two. The American public is equally perplexed about why didn’t we 
get at it back in January? Why did we wait until so late to get at 
our investigation and our hearings? 

I think there is at least a parallel in your activities and ours cer¬ 
tainly of a different character and a different time. But I want to 
ask you some questions that I asked of Mr. Cooper when he was 
testifying, and I will refer to his testimony, and it shows in the 
transcript of the testimony before this committee on June 25, 
1987—you are being handed a copy of that transcript. 

I asked this question: “Mr. Cooper, I believe you testified this 
morning that during the ride back to the office after your luncheon 
meeting where you were informed about the diversion memo, that 
the legal significance was still not clear to me. I believe you added, 
it is still not clear to you today; is that a fair summary of your 
statement?” 

He answered: “I think that is a fair summary of my statement.” 

How would you regard that question and that answer? 

Attorney General Meese. Well, I think what Mr. Cooper was 
saying, and I would certainly concur with it, is that the legal sig¬ 
nificance, in terms of possible criminal culpability, is still under in¬ 
vestigation by the Independent Counsel and will not be clear until 
that investigation is complete. 

Mr. McClure. Further down the same page, I asked him, 
“Would it be fair to say that then and now you are not certain in 
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your own mind with respect to possible violations of law that may 
be indicated by that memo?” 

And he responded affirmatively. 

Would I understand that you agree with that? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, I would, Senator. I think that was 
implicit in my answer to Mr. Hyde’s comment on that a few min¬ 
utes ago. 

Mr. McClure. And on the next page, he responded again that, 
“The so-called diversion issues are not issues that I have arrived at 
any judgments on.” 

Would you concur in that statement? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, Senator. The judgments, I think, 
have to be made on the basis of all the facts as a result of an exten¬ 
sive criminal investigation which is ongoing. 

Mr. McClure. The next question related to the Boland Amend¬ 
ments, and he gave a similar answer. Would you agree with that? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McClure. On page 272, at line 6234, I asked, “You have tes¬ 
tified that you have come to the conclusion in your mind that at 
least a good case can be made that the proceeds of that sale, the 
net proceeds of that sale, are moneys that belong to the U.S. Gov¬ 
ernment; is that correct?” 

And he answered, “Yes, sir.” 

And I went on to say, “You were somewhat less than totally dog¬ 
matic about that statement.” 

And he responded to say, “It is my view—it is my view-” 

I then said, "You have indicated that it took you some time to 
come to that point in your discussion or in your thinking about 
that question. And I go on and discuss for some time in some 
detail there in the next several questions about whether or not it 
was absolutely clear as a legal question that indeed the proceeds of 
the sale are property of the Federal Government of the United 
States. 

Mr. Meese, you have been an active attorney in a variety of dif¬ 
ferent incarnations over the last several years. Is there any con¬ 
ceivable legal theory under which Mr. Secord could claim that the 
proceeds of the sale belong to him and not to the Federal Govern¬ 
ment? 

Attorney General Meese. Well, Senator, without knowing all the 
facts, it is hard to say, but I think, at least hypothetically, you can 
conjure up theories under which that would be possible. I might 
say that on that particular Monday, we had to do a considerable— 
Monday, the 24th of November—we had to do a considerable 
amount of checking ourselves with the Army as to the cost of the 
weapons that were involved, with the CIA as to the process of the 
transfer and other things, before we were able to arrive at a con¬ 
clusion that the constructive trust theory we have heard so much 
about might even apply, so that there are a lot of factual and legal 
matters that would go into any determination such as that. 

Mr. McClure. Just as a matter of criminal law, there has to be a 
union of act and intent? A person must violate a law, and he must 
intend to violate it or must have a guilty mind at the time that he 
performs the act in order to have the requisite basis for a criminal 
prosecution; is that not correct? 
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Attorney General Meese. That is correct, Senator. And one other 
aspect of it is, of course, that a person—the law must be in such a 
condition that the person is given fair warning of what the crime is 
that he might possibly be accused of. 

Mr. McClure. I think certainly the latter is true with respect to 
the Boland Amendment, because there is a great deal of disagree¬ 
ment among Members of Congress as to what is meant by that, not 
to say that Congress is the best place to go to find out what the law 
is. Often it is not. 

I also recognize there are differences of opinion. But I mention 
that with respect to the proceeds of sale, because some people have 
immediately assumed that if as a matter of fact it is determined 
that that money belongs to the Federal Government, there must 
have been a crime in misappropriating it. That would seem to me 
at least that if the parties that were involved in that had any basis 
upon which they could make a claim, there—and they honestly be¬ 
lieved the basi& of that claim, that they couldn’t be found guilty of 
a crime. 

Attorney General M'eese. Senator, there certainly—intent to de¬ 
fraud is a necessary requirement of theft, and so there certainly is 
a definite possibilities as to potential defenses that could be exer¬ 
cised. 

Mr. McClure. I mention that only because I don’t want this 
panel nor people listening to this panel to jump to conclusions on 
the basis of what it is we are talking about here. I think there are 
a lot of questions that v/e are not going to answer. It isn’t in our 
charge to answer, and we cannot answer them. We are not here to 
determine guilt or innocence. I am not sure even that the earlier 
discussion about who is lying or who isn’t lying is relevant to the 
purposes of this panel. 

Our determination is to try to look at process, try to determine 
what did happen, and there is going to be some ambiguity left 
when we finish, and as in every trial, a jury is going to be left to 
make up its mind. The jury in this case is made up of the Congress 
trying to determine what laws are, the administration as to what 
process should be, and the American public as to who is or is not 
telling the truth or is telling the truth. 

Finally, Mr. Meese, there has been some talk, and you used the 
term just a few minutes ago and it really troubles me. That is in 
response to a question that was asked, you had been cut out of the 
action after a certain point, and you had responded by saying you 
understood that determinations were made on the basis of need to 
know. I understand the need for compartmentalization. I under¬ 
stand the reasons for it in terms of security, but I cannot under¬ 
stand why there would be a determination of need to know or com¬ 
partmentalization where it came to members of the National Secu¬ 
rity Council. 

I think one of the very essential requirements, one of the reasons 
that there is a security council, is to get the variety of opinion, fol¬ 
lowing the old adage that “two heads are better than one,’’ that 
somehow in the process, you better have a number of responsible 
officials look at matters of this kind. And the statute structures 
who is on the National Security Council. I can’t conceive of the cir¬ 
cumstances in which any member of the National Security Council 
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should or could be excluded from the right to know on the basis of 
need to know. It just seems to me that that is by definition impossi¬ 
ble. 

Would you care to comment? 

Attorney General Meese. Senator, I agree with you. There may 
be some unusual circumstances just as I mentioned there occasion¬ 
ally are exigent circumstances that require what many might 
think is the timely notification of Congress. I think those are very 
rare. I generally agree with you, that the course that you suggest, 
that the—all the members of the National Security Council be 
fully acquainted with particularly any covert actions or other mat¬ 
ters, that that is the better practice. I think it is one that you will 
find will be followed in the future. 

Mr. McClure. One of my very bright and able staff people sug¬ 
gested to me when I was talking about what we might ask of you 
this afternoon, he said, "Well, everything has really focused on 4 
days. Nobody is much concerned about what the Attorney General 
did before the 21st of November, and nobody seems to care much 
what he did after the 25th of November. 

So let’s look at those 4 days. If we just divide up those 4 days 
among all the members of the committee, each one can get down to 
the minutes and seconds of the day and night which I thought was 
not a bad suggestion. Then he went on to suggest that I can take 
the period from 1:30 to 6:30 on Sunday morning when you were 
asleep, and I could just yield back all of my time. 

So I will, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Inouye. The hearing will stand in recess for 10 min¬ 
utes. 

[Recess.] 

Chairman Inouye. The hearing will please come to order. 

Chairman Hamilton. 

Chairman Hamilton. Mr. Brooks. 

Mr. Brooks. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Attorney General, as you no doubt will recall, I have had 
some problems in the past with your legal position on certain 
issues, particularly with regard to your suggestion that the Presi¬ 
dent is not required to enforce laws or portions of laws which he 
believes to be unconstitutional. 

You will recall that the President and the Justice Department 
took the position that a certain portion of the Competition in Con¬ 
tracting Act, signed into law by the President in 1984, was uncon¬ 
stitutional. Your Justice Department directed the OMB to issue a 
bulletin, OMB bulletin 85-8, that ordered the executive agencies to 
ignore that portion of the Act, and when questioned about it before 
the House Judiciary Committee, you took the position that the 
President can refuse to enforce a statute that he thinks is in con¬ 
flict with the Constitution. 

At that point the House Judiciary Committee voted to cut off all 
funds for the Attorney General’s personal office—you remember 
that—and with that action and two rulings by a Federal judge, or¬ 
dering the administration to implement the Competition in Con¬ 
tract Act in full, the OMB order to ignore portions of the Act was 
finally withdrawn. In his opinion, Judge Ackerman stated, "Such a 
position by the Executive Branch I find flatly violates the express 
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instruction of the Constitution that the President shall take care 
that the laws be faithfully executed.” 

Now, in addition, I am troubled by your position that the Presi¬ 
dent can delay indefinitely reporting to the Congress when a covert 
activity is undertaken. In the case of the January 17, 1986, Find¬ 
ing, you apparently expressed your opinion that there was no time 
limit in which the President should report this to Congress. I be¬ 
lieve that you testified that you thought the activity was going to 
take 30 or 60 days, and would be over. In fact, it went on for over 
10 months, during which time Congress was never told, and I 
gather you never revisited the question. 

While I am not saying that the legal opinion was indefensible, I 
do think that along with your position on the constitutionality 
issues, it reflects a little bit of a hostile attitude toward Congress 
and makes it a little more difficult for us to work together. 

In addition to questioning some of your legal conclusions, I do 
find it troublesome that the investigative techniques used in this 
particular situation when you called ahead to alert the people that 
you were sending investigators over to go through the files and you 
failed to seal those files for several days instead of doing it that 
afternoon and you failed to ask the President and Regan and 
Casey, I believe, and Shultz a lot of what would seem to be obvious, 
pertinent questions when you interviewed a number of key players, 
and then failed to make notes of the discussions in many cases. 
You obviously recognized the significance of this whole episode 
when you recommended to the President, with some courage, I 
might add, that the investigation be undertaken in the first place, 
but it seems to me that a more tightly structured format for carry¬ 
ing it out would have benefited you and the President and every¬ 
body involved because it would have removed some of the doubt 
and uncertainty that now surrounds the investigation itself. 

General, I want to give you and your associates at the Justice 
Department credit, and I have done so on national television, for 
recognizing the significance of the diversion memo that was found. 
It may have been mostly luck that one remaining diversion memo 
was found, you know. You told them about a day in advance. North 
was shocked when you showed up with it. He thought he had got 
them all. And it was hardly the product of a highly skilled investi¬ 
gative technique, but fortunately it was found and you recognized 
it when you got it. It is 45—44 in our document list, a long docu¬ 
ment laying out the whole scenario of what was to be done. 

But what really worries me is what you didn’t find, because 
there were so many opportunities, after you notified him, opportu¬ 
nities for them to shred and to alter and to change and to haul off 
in various manners. You wonder what documents might have been 
lost that might have shed some real additional light on this. 

So I will say, Mr. General, that you also have some credit for re¬ 
alizing that tne President did need to move quickly to disclose the 
facts. Now, you were a little slow about providing them sometimes, 
and you played a few games with that, but basically you under¬ 
stood the problem and did have the courage and I believe the judg¬ 
ment to encourage the President to do that and to make some 
changes in those operations at the White House. 

I’ve got a couple of questions for you. 
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Were you ever asked by the President or his Chief of Staff or Na¬ 
tional Security Adviser or anyone else for legal advice as to what 
extent the National Security Council staff could be used in oper¬ 
ational activities such as covert activities? 

Attorney General Meese. No, sir, I was not. 

Mr. Brooks. Have you been asked for any such advice since No¬ 
vember of 1986? 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t believe that I have, no, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Would you think about it a minute? You feel sure 
that they have not asked about it or inquired about it since then? 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t believe that any specific advice 
has been sought on that subject. I believe I have voiced my own 
opinion in a variety of circles that NSC staff members should not 
be involved in operational activities. Whether those conversations 
included members of the White House staff, I can’t recall. But I 
don’t think I have had a direct request for my opinions on the sub^ 
ject. 

Mr. Brooks. But it was your opinion that you decided since No¬ 
vember of 1986 that NSC staff should not be involved in operation¬ 
al activities? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir, and I believe that would have 
been my opinion even before November of ’86. 

Mr. Brooks. If they had asked you? 

Attorney General Meese. Right. 

Mr. Brooks. Do you believe that the NSC staff was getting in¬ 
volved in activities which should have been undertaken by other 
agencies of the government? 

Attorney General Meese. No, sir, I do not. 

Mr. Brooks. You don’t believe that the CIA or the Defense De¬ 
partment or the State Department might well have been acting in 
those capacities if they had not taken over those activities? 

Attorney General Meese. I may have misunderstood your ques¬ 
tion. I thought you asked the question whether I felt that NSC 
staff members should be involved in activities. 

Mr. Brooks. Whether they were involved in activities which 
should have been taken up by the CIA, the State Department, or 
the Defense Department. 

Attorney General Meese. Again, Mr. Brooks, that requires a 
judgment on a great deal of the evidence that has been produced 
before this committee which I have not been privy to personally, 
but I think I certainly feel that there is a high degree of possibility 
that that is true based upon what I know of what you have heard 
here. 

Mr. Brooks. General, Colonel North and Admiral Poindexter 
both have asserted that the Boland Amendment doesn’t apply to 
the NSC staff. You indicated yesterday that you believe they are 
wrong and that it does; is that right? 

Attorney General Meese. No, I believe yesterday I was asked 
questions about other provisions of the Intelligence Act, the 
Hughes-Ryan amendment and other things. 

On the Boland Amendment itself, you would have to define 
which of the several Boland Amendments. There were five of them 
we are talking about, but I then could give you an answer as 
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whether it would be my view that a particular version of the 
Boland Amendment would or would not apply to the NSC staff. 

The only thing that I can tell you is that this is something on 
which we have never been asked for an opinion. I think, perhaps, 
that’s the answer that you recall. I was asked whether I had ever 
been asked for an opinion on the Boland Amendment applying to 
the NSC staff, and I said, no, we had not either been asked or ren¬ 
dered such an opinion. 

Mr. Brooks. In addition to this comment, I think North and 
Poindexter have asserted that their operation to support the Con¬ 
tras wasn’t affected by Boland because it was not run with appro¬ 
priated funds. Do you believe that Executive Branch officials are 
constitutionally permitted to organize or conduct American foreign 
policy initiatives funded by private citizens and foreign govern¬ 
ments? 

Attorney General Meese. I think there are several circumstances 
under which they are. As a matter of fact, 1 believe there were par¬ 
ticular provisions in some of the Boland Amendments that allowed 
third-country contributions for just such purposes. 

Mr. Brooks. Well, General, I want to point out that the Constitu¬ 
tion, in my reading of it, vests the power over the purse in Con¬ 
gress so it can control the Executive Branch in conduct of both do¬ 
mestic and foreign policy, and Charles the First, a former king of 
England, was beheaded because he attempted to bypass Parliament 
to raise money to support his own programs, and I think that 
maybe that incident was on the constitutional framers’ minds 
when they were thinking about this problem in Philadelphia 200 
years ago, and I think that to do this, to allow them to raise money 
privately from private sources, would void our whole constitutional 
system, and I also wonder if that doesn’t bring about one of the 
reasons why we have $8 million that is still over there in Switzer¬ 
land and that—you have frozen those funds, I understand. 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct., sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Does that mean we are going to have a chance at 
getting them? 

Attorney General Meese. I certainly hope so. 

Mr. Brooks. Well, I hope that we can. I thank you, and yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Chairman Inouye. Thank you very much, Congressman. 

Senator Nunn. 

Mr. Nunn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Attorney General Meese, I also want to recognize you for having 
had the sensitivity—you and your assistants—to understand the 
importance of the diversion memo and for also encouraging the 
public disclosure thereof, as tough as that was at that time. So I do 
commend you and your assistants for that. 

Senator McClure asked a little while ago about the Miranda 
rules and why you didn’t read those rules and you indicated it was 
not, at that stage in your mind, a criminal investigation. And I un¬ 
derstand that, depending on the definition of when that would 
have been a thought in your mind—but it is my understanding 
that your inquiry—and this is the 4 days in November, 21st 
through 25th, that I’m referring to—that your inquiry was basical¬ 
ly an information-seeking inquiry; is that right? 
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Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir, it was, Senator Nunn. 

Mr. Nunn. And it was under the direction of the President of the 
United States? 

Attorney General Meese. It was at the request of the President 
of the United States, yes. 

Mr. Nunn. What generally did he ask you? What was the scope 
of what he asked you to find? 

Attorney General Meese. He asked me to provide a factual over¬ 
view of the Iranian initiative and to determine who had—what had 
occurred, and to resolve to the extent possible the differing recol¬ 
lections as to a series of events that had occurred during the imple¬ 
mentation of that initiative. 

Mr. Nunn. So he was primarily asking you to seek information 
and to report back to him with that information? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir, and to the National Security 
Council. 

Mr. Nunn. And to the National Security Council. 

Now, Attorney General Meese, when you talked to Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter on Monday, November 24th, you said it was a brief conver¬ 
sation of 10 minutes and he essentially confirmed what you already 
knew. 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Nunn. And that is that he knew of the diversion of funds to 
the Contras? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Nunn. Admiral Poindexter has testified that he told you he 
was generally aware of the diversion and then I think you testified 
yesterday that Poindexter told you, quoting from that testimony— 
this is quoting you as to what Admiral Poindexter told you—“Ollie 
has given me enough hints about this, the diversion, so that I gen¬ 
erally knew, but I did nothing to follow up or stop it, or w ords to 
that effect;” is that correct? 

Attorney General Meese. That’s correct. 

Mr. Nunn. Did you ask Admiral Poindexter who approved the 
diversion? 

Attorney General Meese. I did not ask him in so many words. I 
did ask him whether anyone else—whether he had ever told about 
tSiis to anyone else in the White House and he said no. 

Mr. Nunn. Did you ask him specifically whether he had told the 
President of the United States? 

Attorney General Meese. I didn’t ask him specifically whether 
he had told the President. I asked if he had told anyone else in the 
White House or discussed it with anyone else in the White House, 
and he said no. 

Mr. Nunn. So you never asked him whether he had told the 
President? 

Attorney General Meese. No, I assumed- 

Mr. Nunn. —directly? 

Attorney General Meese. No, because that was included in the 
answer that I had received and the question I asked. 

Mr. Nunn. Did you ask him if he had directly—if he had ap¬ 
proved the diversion? 
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Attorney General Meese. Not in that many words, but I did ask 
him what he knew of it and he told me, in a sense—in essence 
rather, that he had allowed it to go forward. 

Mr. Nunn. So you took that as tacit approval? 

Attorney General Meese. I believed—he told me that that was 
the extent of his involvement, and I took that as tacit approval, the 
fact that he allowed it to go forward. 

Mr. Nunn. But I believe that you testified that you did not be¬ 
lieve he had authority to approve that. 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct. 

Mr. Nunn. Did you ask him if he thought he had authority? 

Attorney General Meese. No, sir, I did not. 

Mr. Nunn. So you never discussed that with him. 

Did you ask him when he learned of the diversion? 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t believe I asked him precisely 
when, nor did he tell me precisely when he had learned. 

He indicated, as you quoted, that Colonel North had given him 
hints over a period of time. 

Mr. Nunn. Did you ask him why he did not tell the President of 
the United States about the diversion? 

Attorney General Meese. No, sir, I did not. 

Mr. Nunn. He just said he didn’t tell anyone in the White House 
other than the named individuals. 

Did you ask him if Colonel North had discussed this or had ap¬ 
proval from anyone other than him, that is, anyone other than Ad¬ 
miral Poindexter? 

Attorney General Meese. No, I did not, because in our conversa¬ 
tion with Colonel North he had indicated that Admiral Poindexter 
was the only one in the White House who knew about it. 

Mr: Nunn. What about outside the White House? 

Attorney General Meese. The only one he had indicated outside 
the White House in the Government or who had been in the Gov¬ 
ernment was Mr. McFarlane. 

Mr. Nunn. Did you ask him whether anyone outside the White 
House in the Government, other than Mr. McFarlane, knew about 
the diversion? 

Attorney General Meese. He told me that. He said that there 
were only three persons in the U.S. Government who knew this, 
and those were himself, Mr. McFarlane, and Mr. Poindexter. 

Mr. Nunn. Did you ask him about who knew it outside of the 
U.S. Government? 

Attorney General Meese. No, sir. He told me those were the 
people that knew it. 

Mr. Nunn. He said in the government. Did you ask him about 
people not in the government? 

Attorney General Meese. No, sir. 

Mr. Nunn. That didn’t occur to you? 

Attorney General Meese. That did not occur to me. 

Mr. Nunn. Did you ever have any conversation with Admiral 
Poindexter or ask him any question about whether Colonel North 
and Director Casey had discussed this issue? 

Attorney General Meese. No, sir, I did not ask Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter, because Colonel North had told me that, again, just who in 
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the Government knew about it, and I asked Admiral Poindexter 
only whether he had told anyone in the White House. 

Mr. Nunn. So you never asked Admiral Poindexter if he had told 
or discussed this with Director Casey? 

Attorney General Meese. No, sir, I did not. 

Mr. Nunn. Did you ask Admiral Poindexter under what author¬ 
ity he had approved this diversion by Colonel North? 

Attorney General Meese. No, sir, I did not. 

I don’t know whether you were present earlier, Senator Nunn, 
but at that time I testified why this was so brief and why I didn’t 
go into more extensive questioning, and that was that I was literal¬ 
ly on my way to talk with the President and my main purpose was 
to verify what I had been told by Colonel North the previous day, 
and particularly as to whether anyone in the White House knew 
about it and what the knowledge was on the part of Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter. 

Mr. Nunn. I believe I heard that. 

Did you ask Admiral Poindexter anything about the money, 
where it went? 

Attorney General Meese. No, sir, I did not. 

Mr. Nunn. And how much it was? 

Attorney General Meese. No, sir. 

Mr. Nunn. Did you ask him anything about whether the Contras 
got the money? 

Attorney General Meese. No, sir, I did not. 

Mr. Nunn. I understand the rush of events that day. jut it does 
seem to me that there were almost no direct questions asked by 
you to Admiral Poindexter. 

Attorney General Meese. That’s correct. I mentioned already the 
timeframe and also the fact that we had had a detailed account of 
this whole thing by Colonel North the previous day. 

Mr. Nunn. But you were trying to determine—as you said, from 
the President your directive was to see how you would resolve vari¬ 
ous conflicts, and it seems to me you gave very short treatment to 
whether or not the two key players in this may themselves dis¬ 
agree. 

Attorney General Meese. The purpose was to resolve the con¬ 
flicts and to get a coherent story when we started out on the Irani¬ 
an initiative. 

As I told—as I testified earlier, we had a totally different situa¬ 
tion in regard to the discovery of the diversion of funds, and there 
the primary objective was to verify what in fact had happened, get 
an account of all of the essential facts and then determine what 
the next steps would be. 

So the mission considerably changed from Friday noon when it 
started until roughly Sunday evening when we had a great deal 
more information. 

Mr. Nunn. I believe yesterday you testified that when you told 
the President you had found the diversion memo, quoting you from 
yesterday’s testimony, “The President was quite surprised and indi¬ 
cated he had not known anything of this, and I believe Don Regan 
said at that time, or at least indicated, that he was surprised.’’ 

Is that right? 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct. 



381 


Mr. Nunn. When you said that the President said he had not 
known anything of this, what did the word “this” mean to you? 
Was that the diversion memo? 

Attorney General Meese. He indicated that he did not know any¬ 
thing about the diversion scheme. I talked to him about the diver¬ 
sion scheme. 

Mr. Nunn. Did you ask him that question? 

Attorney General Meese. Not precisely, no. 

Mr. Nunn. Did he volunteer that? 

Attorney General Meeset~No, sir. Well, he volunteered, he said 
this is a surprise to me or a shock to me, or something like that. I 
can’t recall the exact words. But it was clear from his reaction- 

Mr. Nunn. His reaction to what? What had you told him? 

Attorney General Meese. About finding the memo and having 
the conversations with Colonel North and, in essence, the whole di¬ 
version scheme. 

Now, that was told to him in brief initially and then in more 
detail when we got together in the afternoon, as I recall. 

Mr. Nunn. So the first thing he said to you was he didn’t know 
anything about it? 

Attorney General Meese. No. He indicated that to me by his sur¬ 
prise and shock at what I had told him, and in the course of that 
indicated he knew nothing about it. 

Mr. Nunn. When he said that, you took that to mean the whole 
diversion scheme, not simply the memo? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Nunn. Did the President ask you at that stage who had car¬ 
ried out this diversion? 

Attorney General Meese. I told him, and I think much of this 
was probably told in the afternoon, rather than the morning—— 

Mr. Nunn. The afternoon would have been after you had dis¬ 
cussed this with Admiral Poindexter? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir. And I told him then what the 
scheme was, the sale of weapons, the profits, and then the profits 
being diverted. 

I mentioned Colonel North and I believe I told him about the 
bank accounts and that sort of thing. 

Mr. Nunn. Did he ask you about the money? And how much 
there was? 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t remember whether he asked or 
whether I told him or gave him an estimate of what we thought it 
might be. 

Mr. Nunn. Did he ask you whether the money went to the Con¬ 
tras? 

Attorney General Meese. I think I told him that the money did 
go to the—that we had been told the money did go to the Contras. 

Mr. Nunn. Did he ask you who authorized the decision? 

Attorney General Meese. I believe I told him, particularly in the 
afternoon, what Admiral Poindexter told me, namely that he knew 
about it, but had not stopped it and allowed it to go forward. 

Mr. Nunn. Did the President ask you whether Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter thought he had authority to approve that diversion of 
funds? 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t believe that he did, no, sir. 
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Mr. Nunn. Did he ask you anything about whether Colonel 
North felt he had the authority to carry that out? 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t think the question of authority 
ever came up because it was clear to both the President and myself 
that nobody had that authority. 

Mr. Nunn. It was clear in what way? Did you discuss it? Did you 
have a discussion with the President that no one had that author¬ 
ity? 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t know whether we said it in that 
many words, but there was certainly no question in either of our 
minds that no one had that authority. 

Mr. Nunn. Did he say anything to the effect, golly gee, I wish 
they had consulted with me, or anything like that? Or how did 
they think they could possibly have the authority to do that? Did 
he express any sense of outrage? 

Attorney General Meese. I think he expressed real concern that 
this had happened because—and a lot of this was obviously in both 
of our minds, that this was a major blow, that it cast a cloud upon 
both the Iranian initiative and on the assistance to the Freedom 
Fighters in Nicaragua. 

Mr. Nunn. It sounds as if it was more in the terms of you read¬ 
ing each other’s feelings rather than expressed words, is that a fair 
statement? 

Attorney General Meese. I think on the part of all of us, Mr. 
Regan, the President, myself, we both had a generally similar reac¬ 
tion, yes. 

Mr. Nunn. Did the President ask you whether he should fire 
someone at that stage? 

Attorney General Meese. I think at that point he said—this is 
now on the afternoon of Monday—I think the question came up, 
and I don’t know whether he raised it or whether Don Regan 
raised it, about whether Admiral Poindexter should be relieved of 
duty, and the President said that was one of the things he wanted 
to think about overnight, because he wanted to consider several 
things that ought to be done. 

Mr. Nunn. Did you talk about relieving Colonel North or did the 
President say that? 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t think that came up until the 
following morning. 

Mr. Nunn. Who brought that up? 

Attorney General Meese. It was either—I think it was Mr. 
Regan, but I’m not positive. I think it came up in the whole gener¬ 
al discussion of the different things that ought to be done. 

Mr. Nunn. Did the President concur in the termination of Admi¬ 
ral Poindexter and Colonel North, or was it his reaction to this in 
terms of outrage? In other words, were they terminated based on 
your recommendation or based on the President’s own feeling? 

Attorney General Meese. Well, it was ultimately the President’s 
decision. I think it was primarily to & great extent Mr. Regan, as 
the Chief of Staff of the White House, who probably made the sig¬ 
nificant recommendations in that regard. 

Mr. Nunn. I want to ask you one other line of questioning here. 

You said in your opening statement, Mr. Attorney General, and 
this relates to the hostages and so forth, sensitivity of the oper- 
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ation, “We were all acutely aware that if word of the initiative got 
out, however innocently or inadvertently, it would likely be fatal to 
the hostages and others helping in their release.” 

I don’t want to go through this whole thing with you, and I don’t 
know about the interview that Reverend Pat Robertson had with 
President Reagan in 1985—do you know about that? 

Attorney General Meese. No, sir, I don’t. 

Mr. Nunn. That probably answers the question, but I’ll read it to 
you very briefly. This was a TV interview, and Reverend Robertson 
has twice, in interviews with the Los Angeles Times, said Colonel 
North told him he was relating and working with the Iranians to 
free hostages. Colonel North in testimony denied that. 

But getting directly to the question, I r m not trying to get you in 
that dispute, but Reverend Robertson on television asked President 
Reagan back in—on September 20, 1985, quoting from that inter¬ 
view, “Word reached us that a member of the White House staff 
was dispatched on Sunday to Iran to seek the release of the re¬ 
maining six”—and actually was seven at that time. “Is there any 
word on that that might give hope to us?” And President Reagan, I 
won’t read his whole reply, skirted the issue and handled it I think 
rather skillfully. 

The question I have to you is, did anyone say to you that, this 
was a serious leak? 

Attorney General Meese. No, sir. I don’t remember ever hearing 
about that before your reference to it now. 

Mr. Nunn. This is very puzzling to me. Here everyone was com¬ 
partmentalizing, or at least that was the effort, keeping this very 
secret. Your testimony and many others was that one of the rea¬ 
sons that you didn’t let this get out to Congress or to the other 
people in the administration was the sensitivity, the lives involved. 
Yet, here the President of the United States is asked a question in¬ 
dicating some very sensitive information is in the hands of the 
interviewer, and no one knows about it. Nobody investigates it. Ad¬ 
miral Poindexter is never notified. You, as Attorney General, 
weren’t notified. No one did anything about it. 

Does somebody monitor what the President says and what he’s 
asked on television? 

Attorney General Meese. Normally there are people who are 
watching those things. I cannot respond to you as to why this oc¬ 
curred. 

Mr. Nunn. You don’t have any knowledge of it? 

Attorney General Meese. No, sir. 

Mr. Nunn. Thank you, Mr. Attorney General. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Hamilton. Mr. Courter? 

Mr. Courter. Mr. Attorney General, good afternoon. 

Attorney General Meese. Good afternoon. 

Mr. Courter. Yesterday, there was an individual on this panel 
that suggested that your office and you personally did not cooper¬ 
ate fully with this committee by supplying all relevant documents 
or information. 1 just want to give you a chance to answer that and 
clear the air. 

I’m just wondering whether any request in writing or otherwise 
from this committee, fiom the chairman or the ranking members 
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of the committee, or the counsel have gone unresponded by you or 
your office? 

Attorney General Meese. Mr. Courter, not to the best of my 
knowledge, and we have tried very hard to provide all the informa¬ 
tion that has been requested. And I might say that this has in¬ 
volved a great deal of time and effort which we felt was appropri¬ 
ate in view of the President’s desire that we cooperate fully with 
the cornmittee. 

Mr. Courter. Mr. Attorney General there’s, I will recognize 
there’s been a great deal of conversation, a great deal of comments 
with regard to your investigation. I’m well aware of the fact that if 
we had you stay here another 24, 36 hours, we would have been 
asking you or had the time to ask you about the investigation for a 
longer period of time than you were given to perform the investiga¬ 
tion or the factual inquiry. 

I’m also aware of the fact that hindsight is 20/20, that I can hear 
the criticisms now of your performance, if, for example, you imme¬ 
diately impounded and sealed off and walled off the National Secu¬ 
rity Council and Oliver North’s office, that if no documents were 
removed or altered or destroyed there, then people would criticize 
you for not doing the same for the State Department, the Defense 
Department, the Vice President’s office, the White House, et 
cetera, that there is no limit to the imagination that we could come 
up with with regard to criticism of that 72 hours that you had to 
conduct an investigation. 

But nevertheless, it seems to me that this was, and you must 
have sensed, you have very good political sensitivity. We all know 
that—you must have sensed the enormity, the importance of the 
task that was given to you by the President of the United States 
way back in November of last year, that business could not be con¬ 
ducted as normal, that there was a great deal riding on the investi¬ 
gation that you had to conduct in a 72-hour period. 

I’m just wondering, you know, based on reflection, whether you 
would have done anything different? I personally have been criti¬ 
cal—maybe I feel somewhat better about the investigation now 
after hearing you personally. I still have the feeling that perhaps 
additional notes should have been taken, some tougher questions 
asked. Maybe I don’t understand it, because I’m not sure what the 
Presidential request was. I know that—I saw the movie, I suppose 
you did, too—“Murder on the Orient Express.” Investigator Poirot 
walks in the room where the murder was and said, “Touch noth¬ 
ing.” We all expect that’s the type of investigation you were to con¬ 
duct. 

Can you articulate to a little bit greater degree the type of 
charge that you felt you were under—your responsibility, was it a 
full investigation? Was this something to report to the President so 
he could inform the American people? Or precisely what was the 
President’s recommendation and charge to you? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, Mr. Courter. Let me just start 
from the end of your statement there. It was not a Hercule Poirot 
investigation or an investigation at all, really. 

It was not to assist the President in getting to the bottom of 
some deep mystery and reporting to the American people. It was in 
essence to correlate information from various people in the admin- 
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istration, all of whom were assumed, as we would in any everyday 
investigation, to be acting in good faith and to be fully cooperative 
with the President, to look at what people recalled of some events 
that had taken place up to nearly 2 years before, and then to put 
that together into a coherent outline so that what the President 
did talk about with the American people, what he knew himself, 
and what people testified to before Congress would be accurate and 
would relate to the different recollections that different people had 
of what had occurred. 

It was something quite different than an investigation. That’s 
why I have been rather careful in my depiction of it. It was more 
akin to having someone deveiop a coherent piece of testimony to be 
presented to a legislative hearing. 

Mr. Courter. Oliver North testified when he was here for 6 or 7 
days about the fact that his activities with respect to Central 
America and the Democratic Resistance there was—I am not sure 
whether he said common knowledge, but he indicated a lot of 
people knew about it in the administration, and it was really not a 
surprise when George Shultz came up to him during a retirement 
dinner, he put his arm around him, came up to him and said, “I 
know what you are doing, you are doing a great job.” 

When Elliott Abrams wanted to get the bodies of two Americans 
that were killed in the Hasenfus flight back to the United States, 
he knew enough to call up Oliver North. Can you confirm that? 
Was it common knowledge?—Was Oliver North’s workings, sup¬ 
port, coordination of the Resistance in Central America, was that 
common knowledge in the Cabinet and in the administration? 

Attorney General Meese. Mr. Courter, I would say that there 
was probably general knowledge that he was working in the gener¬ 
al field of Central America. I know that he certainly seemed to par¬ 
ticipate in a lot of activities relating to the support of the Freedom 
Fighters there. As to how deeply he was involved or what his 
duties are, I didn’t have any specific knowledge of that. He was 
doing a whole group of things. He was the head of what I believe 
was called the Political-Military Section of the NSC staff, and that 
encompassed a lot of things, such as the Central American oper¬ 
ations. It was obvious he was involved, at least by November, in 
the Iranian initiative. I knew that he had been involved in efforts 
to locate the hostages. So there were a number of things he was 
doing that had to do with that particular aspect of the National Se¬ 
curity Council staff. 

Mr. Courter. If someone asked you the question a few months 
ago, before all this was revealed, that asked you the question 
whether Oliver North, as far as part of his responsibility, was 
working in conjunction with private efforts to help the Democratic 
Resistance, you would have said yes, you were aware of that? 

Attorney General Meese. I think I probably would have said yes, 
I am generally aware of that, or it is entirely probable. I probably 
wouldn’t have had any specific information that he was doing that. 

Mr. Courter. You indicated prior in your testimony that you 
had—had you been asked, you would have recommended against 
the use of the residuals or the diversion of money from one oper¬ 
ation to the other operation. I am just wondering whether you 
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would have made that negative recommendation to the President 
based on policy grounds or legal grounds? 

Attorney General Meese. I think I would have made the recom¬ 
mendation on both grounds. 

Mr. Courter. You indicated also that you, although you can 
speculate and someone can argue about the fact that the profits for 
this weapons sale was possibly a constructive trust arrangement 
and, therefore, in one sense the property of the United States, I 
don’t read it that way. I am not in favor of the diversion, and I 
would not have indicated to the President my support, had he 
called me up, but nevertheless, it seems to me that the U.S. Gov¬ 
ernment did bargain for the sale of weapons to get a certain sum of 
money, that the U.S. Government does not sell weapons for profit. 
That was not the motive here. The motive here was clearly either 
hostages or some sort of rapprochement with Iran, or a combina¬ 
tion of both. 

Since, number one, the motive of the sale was not a profit and 
since, number two, the U.S. Government got every penny it bar¬ 
gained for, it seems to me that money would have to fall in one of 
two other categories. I would like your opinion. 

Number one, third-country or second-country money, number 
two, private money. I am wondering if you would like to comment 
on it. 

Attorney General Meese. Mr. Courter, I think arguments can be 
made as to both of those conclusions. I think an argument can also 
be made—and perhaps even some would consider the better argu¬ 
ment—that under an agency or constructive trust theory, the 
money does become property of the United States. When someone 
acts as an agent for a principal, whatever profits may accrue—even 
if unintended—may belong to the principal, so that I think there 
are a number of legal theories that are applicable here. 

Among the things I have indicated earlier is that since this is a 
matter which will be ultimately the basis for certain conclusions of 
the Independent Counsel, I have deliberately tried not to make an 
absolute conclusion on this matter. We will have an opportunity to 
cooperate with the independent counsel as to the civil aspects of 
this at an appropriate time. 

Mr. Courter. I am familiar with the laws of principal and 
agents. It seems to me that an argument could be made that you 
do have that type of legal arrangement, an agency or implied 
agency, the agent has to do what the principal wants. I am just 
wondering whether your familiarity with this case now, maybe you 
can’t guess, but I am fairly familiar with it, it seems to me that if 
Albert Hakim was called up and said to use the money for some¬ 
thing against the United States or against the country of Iran or 
individual businessmen, that he wanted in Iran, he wouldn’t have 
cut the checks. It seems to me that theory of the principal and 
agency does fall down because there was a certain degree of discre¬ 
tion in General Secord and certainly quite a large degree of discre¬ 
tion in Albert Hakim. 

You don’t have to comment on that unless you would like to. If 
you would like to, you can. 

Attorney General Meese. I think I’ll pass that opportunity, 
thank you. 
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Mr. Courter. There is another area. This is basically my final 
area. Maybe I can get through before 15 minutes are up. It does 
bother me a great deal, and it is something that perhaps is being 
sacrificed, not wittingly by yourself or wittingly by the administra¬ 
tion, but it is the idea of executive privilege. It is something that 
our Founding Fathers wrote about. It is in the Federalist Papers. 
George Washington performed it. We have leading attorneys in the 
United States that are concerned about its erosion. It is there for a 
particular important reason. You indicated in your opening state¬ 
ment that there was, and I quote you, “an unprecedented willing 
disclosure of perhaps millions of pages of sensitive government doc¬ 
uments,” in other words, in providing these government documents 
to this committee. 

I am just wondering w’hether we are creating a problem for 
future Presidents with respect to this. Those people that recom¬ 
mended this full disclosure, the Presidential notes, the classified 
documents given to this committee and other investigators, were 
they more concerned about protecting this President rather than 
doing a favor for future Presidents, and did not in one sense the 
idea and the privilege and the right of executive privilege be sacri¬ 
ficed on the altar of short-term political gain? 

And before you answer that question, I might note that one of 
the distinguished attorneys on these two panels, someone that I 
have gotten to know personally and I respect a great deal profes¬ 
sionally, Arthur Liman, wrote—I recommend it to everybody, a re¬ 
markable study done by him in 1954 entitled “Limited Government 
and Unlimited Investigation.” He indicated, and I will read, on 
page 10, of that “theorists thus held that Congress could ask for 
executive papers and that the President should comply with the re¬ 
quest except when disclosure would be detrimental to the best in¬ 
terests of the country. They found no solution to the problem of 
how to insure a nonpartisan interpretation of detrimental to the 
best of interests.” 

Further on in that report, on page 108 on that study of Arthur 
Liman, he indicated the following: “The other important way of 
checking aggrandizing congressional committees is for the Presi¬ 
dent to refuse them access to information on the grounds that dis¬ 
closure would be detrimental to the public interests. President 
Washington set the precedent for such refusal in 1796 by declining 
to lay before the House of Representatives papers relating to the 
negotiations for a treaty with England. Such refusals are in the 
shadow land of constitutional law because of the lack of delineation 
between the powers of Congress and the Presidency.” 

I will skip down. He concludes as follows: “If the committee can 
convince the public that the reason for the President’s refusal is 
fear of exposure and not public interest, it will eventually have its 
way.” 

The committee always has its way because of the pressure placed 
on the administration not to be publicly criticized for lack of disclo¬ 
sure, for hiding something, for not being candid, not being open, 
not being in favor of sunshine and full disclosure. I am just won¬ 
dering whether you sense that ^his investigation, the recommenda¬ 
tions made to the President with regard to release of classified in¬ 
formation, and other prior investigations are eroding executive 
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privilege and whether that is something that is important to try to 
keep so we can pass on to future executives, or do you think it is 
worthwhile to sacrifice that on, as I say, the altar of political gain? 

Attorney General Meese. Mr. Courter, I share your concern 
about this whole matter of executive privilege. I am aware of Mr. 
Liman’s learned paper on the subject, and I think it is a consider¬ 
ation that has to be taken into account. 

This is, of course, one of those issues in which there is a great 
deal of balancing has to go into the decisions that are made. 

In this case, I think the President did two things, and many of us 
who talked with him about it, some more closely than I on this par¬ 
ticular issue, people in the White House Counsel’s Office and so on, 
assisted him in making two decisions. 

One is he did not want to, as you suggest, sacrifice the principle 
of executive privilege, particularly as far as future Presidents are 
concerned. 

At the same time, he determined that it was important so that 
the American people would have confidence in the institutions of 
government, particularly the Executive Branch, that there be full 
disclosure in this particular matter. 

And very carefully, I think, limited the waiver of executive privi¬ 
lege to this particular issue and made it clear that he did not view 
this as a precedent for future presidents or even for himself in 
similar situations as to other issues, but I share your concern. 

This is a very delicate area of the law that has to—where a 
President has a real responsibility to preserve the institution of the 
presidency and the intended privileges of the executive. 

Mr. Courter. My concern is that it is not really up to the Presi¬ 
dent, this President, to say that it is not going to be a precedent. A 
precedent is a precedent because of what happens, not because 
someone says it is not. I am concerned about it. I hope this commit¬ 
tee is as well. 

Finally, my time is up, but I would like you to comment—it goes 
very quickly, believe me. I think it was the Secretary of State, 
George Shultz, who indicated that he had a recommendation. That 
would be that intelligence-gathering agencies do not participate in 
policy recommendations. 

Do you share that? 

Attorney General Meese. I think that I would share the view 
that intelligence-gathering agencies should not participate in policy 
decisions. I think their technical information is necessary to the 
decisionmakers, but I agree that they should not participate in the 
decisionmaking process per se. 

Mr. Courter. How about recommendations? 

Attorney General Meese. I think recommendations would be ap¬ 
propriate from intelligence agencies because they are the ones that 
have the technical details to know what should be contained in the 
recommendation. 

Mr. Courter. I thank you very much. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Inouye. I yield 30 seconds to the Vice Chairman of the 
Senate Select Committee. 

Mr. Rudman. On behalf of the Senate counsel, I want to thank 
Mr. Courter for reading Mr. Liman’s junior exposition at Harvard. 
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He advises me he was 21 when he wrote it, that this is the first 
time anyone probably read it, including the professor he wrote it 
for. 

Mr. Courter. I assume he was right then and he will admit that 
people should read it. I enjoyed reading it. I think it is important 
that they do. 

Chairman Inouye. He has matured in the last 33 years. 

Chairman Hamilton. Mr. Stokes. 

Mr. Stokes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Attorney General, listening to your testimony over the last 2 
days, it is obvious to me that Director Casey was a man for whom 
you had tremendous respect. He was a man whom you knew very 
well, you worked very closely with. And obviously from your testi¬ 
mony, he was a man of great integrity. 

Knowing everything that you now know about this case, includ¬ 
ing conversations you had with Mr. North about it and your inter¬ 
views with him, do you believe that Director Casey devised a so- 
called fall guy plan under which Colonel North was to be the fall 
guy and the one, so to speak, to take the hit? 

Do you believe that? 

Attorney General Meese. Again, Mr. Stokes, I condition my 
answer only on the fact that I have not heard the testimony that 
you and the members of the committee have. But that to me would 
be uncharacteristic of Mr. Casey based upon my knowledge of him. 

Mr. Stokes. Now, I want to ask you also with reference to Direc¬ 
tor Casey if you can conceive of him, knowing his relationship to 
the President of the United States, knowing the role he has played 
in the President’s campaigns and his affection for the President, 
his high regard for him, if you can see him encouraging Colonel 
North to divert these funds from Iran without the President’s ap¬ 
proval? 

Attorney General Meese. It would be hard for me to imagine 
that occurring, based upon what I know of Mr. Casey, including 
what I believe would be his appreciation of the tremendous dangers 
of doing that to policies he thought were very important as well as 
to the legal and ethical aspects of it. 

Mr. Stokes. Mr. Attorney General, yesterday you told us that if 
you had been asked, that you would advise strongly against the use 
of excess proceeds from the Iranian arms sales for the Contras. 

Would you have objected on legal grounds? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir. I would have objected on legal 
grounds, policy grounds, and also practical grounds. 

Mr. Stokes. Exhibit 3, which you have there, on page 3, lists 
your telephone calls for Wednesday, November 26th, 1986. The first 
one listed is a 7:00 a.m. call from Director Casey which, if I read 
my copy of it here correctly, was completed at around 8:00 a.m. 

It appears that you must have talked for about an hour. 

Do you have that? I think it is on page 3 of exhibit 3. 

Attorney General Meese. What this means is that Mr. Casey 
called me at 7:00 o’clock, but I didn’t get back to him until 8:00 
o'clock in the morning. 

In other words, it was completed—it was at 8:00 o’clock. 

Mr. Stokes. Completed means you got back to him at 8:00 
o’clock? 
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Attorney General Meese. It wasn’t an hour conversation. 

Mr. Stokes. How long did you talk on that occasion? 

Attorney General Meese. I have no idea. I have no recollection of 
the call at all. 

Mr. Stokes. No recollection of the subject matter of the call? 

Attorney General Meese. No, sir. 

Mr. Stokes. Mr. Attorney General, this morning in response to 
Senator Rudman’s questions, you said that you were not aware of 
the operational role of the DEA agents in locating and extricating 
the hostages in Lebanon; do you recall that? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Stokes. Now, also when you testified before the House Judi¬ 
ciary Committee, you testified that you were not aware of a plan to 
use private money to bribe people in foreign countries. 

You recall that testimony? 

Attorney General Meese. I believe the testimony was that I was 
not aware of a plan to use private funds to ransom people in for¬ 
eign countries. I believe it was the word ransom. 

Mr. Stokes. All right. We will accept that. 

I want now to direct your attention to exhibit 2 which is an NSC 
memorandum drafted by Oliver North some time around May or 
June 1985 that reads in part: “Once contact has been established 
and a meeting arranged, two DEA officers would depart for Cyprus 
via a European city where they would deposit $200,000 and estab¬ 
lish an account for the $2 million—$500,000 of which will be avail¬ 
able immediately in U.S. dollars cash for use in Lebanon.” 

The memo goes on then to explain how the bribes will be paid 
and transportation for the hostages arranged. 

The next page explains the DEA officers will rent a safe house 
and as soon as the hostages are released, the remaining $1.5 mil¬ 
lion made available by the donor will be released. 

The financing of the operation is described as follows: “Travel ar¬ 
rangements and operation costs are currently being financed from 
funds from private sources.” 

Mr. Attorney General, this memorandum from which I have just 
read was provided to us from your files. 

My question is, is it still your position that you did not know the 
operational activities of these DEA agents or of the fact that this 
operation was financed from private money? 

Attorney General Meese. Mr. Stokes, I am a little bit con¬ 
strained, as I mentioned earlier, about doing too much talking 
about this because there are still activities going on in which this 
information may be relevant. 

Let me only say this: that the statement that I made earlier not 
knowing about operational activities DEA agents would still stand 
and nothing that I know in this memo that DEA agents would do 
would be operational. 

It would be intelligence and support activities. It would not be 
operational activities within my definition of operational activities. 

Mr. Stokes. Well, DEA agents do not become involved in intelli¬ 
gence activities in other countries, do they? 

Attorney General Meese. Oh, yes. They become involved in intel¬ 
ligence activities relating to narcotics certainly. 

Mr. Stokes. Yes, but in non-narcotic matters? 
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Attorney General Meese. Only in exceptional circumstances such 
as this. They do not get involved in normal espionage, counterintel¬ 
ligence, foreign espionage or the type of things that would be done 
by the Central Intelligence Agency. 

This was an unusual situation in which permission was sought to 
use assets of the DEA in attempt to assist in release of hostages 
and since this was a major priority of the administration, it was 
the judgment of both the Administrator of the DEA and myself 
that assistance should be provided within the general parameters 
that DEA agents would not be involved in operational activities. 

Mr. Stokes. Is it proper to finance the expenses of U.S. Govern¬ 
ment agents with private funds? 

Attorney General Meese. Actually, I am not sure. It would 
depend on the circumstances, and I am not sure of all the circum¬ 
stances that are involved here. 

As a general rule, our DEA agents are financed usually by—di¬ 
rectly by appropriated funds, although many of the activities that 
our DEA agents are involved in are ultimately financed by the 
funds of the drug traffickers themselves because we usually confis¬ 
cate funds, again we are getting into some very classified areas, but 
for the most part private funds are not used in their financing. 

Mr. Stokes. Let’s turn for a moment to exhibit 3, Mr. Attorney 
General. 

Your telephone log reflects three telephone calls from Ross 
Perot, the private donor of the funds used to pay off these foreign¬ 
ers. 

My question is did Mr. Perot tell you that he had donated this 
money for this purpose? 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t believe I ever had had—I don’t 
recall any conversations with Mr. Perot on that subject or anything 
relating to that matter. I was talking with Mr. Perot on another 
matter which was of considerable difference and which is also a 
classified matter. 

Mr. Stokes. Was the President of the United States briefed about 
this operation that we are talking about? 

Attorney General Meese. I believe he was by NSC staff members. 
I can’t tell you for sure. 

Mr. Stokes. You are not? 

Attorney General Meese. We are talking now about the activities 
that included some DEA support and assistance in attempting to 
obtain the release of hostages? 

Mr. Stokes. That is correct. 

Attorney General Meese. I believe that he was. 

Mr. Stokes. Do you think it was by some NSC personnel? 

Attorney General Meese. That is my understanding. 

Mr. Stokes. At no time did you brief him on it? 

Attorney General Meese. I did not brief him. It may have been 
discussed with me or in my presence with him, but I can’t recall it. 

Mr. Stokes. Directing your attention to exhibit 4, which is a 
letter from the President to Ross Perot on January 11, 1986, in 
which the President says he has been briefed on Mr. Perot’s efforts 
and thanking him for his discreet assistance in this regard. Do you 
know the purpose for which the President sent this letter? 
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Attorney General Meese. I had not seen this letter until it was 
shown to me or referred to in preparation for these hearings. I 
don’t know the purpose or the details of the letter. 

I can speculate, but I have no personal knowledge. 

Mr. Stokes. Did you want to speculate? 

Attorney General Meese. No. 

Mr. Stokes. Did you say no? 

Attorney General Meese. I said no. Thank you for the opportuni¬ 
ty. 

Mr. Stokes. Mr. Attorney General, you appeared before the 
House Intelligence Committee on December 19, 1986, at which time 
I asked you some questions about discussions at the White House 
concerning immunity or pardon for Poindexter and North. 

Do you recall that? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Stokes. That testimony has not yet been declassified, so I 
won’t refer to it. I will just ask you the questions again that we 
talked about at that time. 

On December 16, 1986, were you involved in discussions at the 
White House concerning immunity for North or Poindexter or both 
and will you tell us what was said and by whom? 

Attorney General Meese. It is hard to answer these questions 
again without having the opportunity to look at my testimony 
before the committee at that time. 

. Mr. Stokes. We have it here if you would like. 

Attorney General Meese. I would like to see it if I may—all 
right, yes. 

Mr. Stokes. OK. The question is, can you tell us what was said 
and by whom at that time? 

Attorney General Meese. As I recall, that there was consider¬ 
ation being given at the White House to develop a way in which 
the information that Admiral Poindexter and Colonel North had 
might be brought to the attention of the American people primari¬ 
ly to eliminate any doubts that might be extant about the Presi¬ 
dent’s knowledge or participation in the diversion, and at that time 
it was particularly about immunity, although I don’t recall pardon 
being considered, but if it was, it was only considered in the con¬ 
text of pardon or immunity as being used to accomplish the same 
result. 

As I mentioned earlier, at that time I was asked to read a state¬ 
ment that had been prepared, I believe, by White House counsel. I 
read the statement, made some suggestions that would be a more 
correct statement of the law regarding immunity. 

I indicated also that anything that was done along that line 
should be coordinated with the independent counsel, and I’m not 
positive I don’t think the independent counsel had been appointed 
at that time; I think it was appointed a day later or so. 

Also I participated in a general discussion as to the way immuni¬ 
ty worked, the difference between transactional immunity and use 
immunity and so on. 

Mr. Stokes. Can you tell us Mr. Attorney General, who else was 
present at that meeting? 

Attorney General Meese. I believe that it included Mr. Wallison, 
who was the White House Counsel at that time; I believe Mr. 
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Regan, who was then the White House Chief of Staff; I believe at 
least part of the time the President was present when the discus¬ 
sion was being held or it was being held in his office. 

There may have been others. 

Mr. Stokes. Can you recall on this occasion or any subsequent 
occasion where you have given the President any advice with refer¬ 
ence to a pardon involving either Colonel Nortn or Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter? 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t believe I have ever discussed—I 
can’t recall at least discussing that with the President nor recall 
him asking me about a pardon as such. 

As I say, the only possible reference that might have been to a 
pardon had to do with essentially the immunity aspects that were 
being discussed on the 16th of December. 

Mr. Stokes. In another area, Mr. Attorney General, I want to be 
certain I understand your statement of yesterday concerning exhib¬ 
it 69, a December 17 memorandum written by Mr. Charles Cooper 
to you. 

You were asked whether you agree with the conclusions of this 
memorandum and you said that you did with a caveat, and I didn’t 
quite understand what you mean by a caveat, and my question is 
what was that caveat? 

Attorney General Meese. The caveat was that the conclusion 
that is found on page 18 of the memorandum which states for the 
foregoing reason, and then they give some conclusions, is modified 
by the initial assumptions that said this memorandum responds to 
your request for a summary of the legal authorities. Because the 
exact details of the transfers have apparently not completely tran¬ 
spired, this memorandum will provide a general framework for 
analysis with reference only to the basic facts that have already 
emerged. 

In other words, this is not meant to be a definitive memorandum 
on a specific set of facts, but a general memorandum using as as¬ 
sumptions the known facts about the covert arms transfers. 

Mr. Stokes. Just one other question with reference to that same 
conclusion that you’ve referred to, the sentence reads as follows: 
“An oral authorization by the President would have sufficed to 
allow CIA participation under the Hughes-Ryan amendment.” 

I suppose they are making reference to an oral Finding. So my 
question would be, is it your view that the President can make oral 
Findings that need not be reduced to writing? 

Attorney General Meese. He can make oral Findings because the 
law only requires that he find that something is in the national se¬ 
curity interests of the United States so obviously the letter of the 
law permits an oral Finding. It is not something that I would rec¬ 
ommend or have ever recommended to the President because I be¬ 
lieve that a memorialization of his finding is absolutely necessary 
in order to provide a record. 

Mr. Stokes. Thank you, Mr. Attorney General. 

Attorney General Meese. Thank you, Mr. Stokes. 

Chairman Inouye. Senator Hatch. 

Mr. Hatch. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Attorney General, I 
am impressed by the fact that when you first learned of the diver¬ 
sion of funds you and the President reacted immediately, it seems 
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to me, with a plan to go public with the news. As I listen to your 
testimony, it appears to me that the President’s initial and consist¬ 
ent response throughout has been to tell the American people what 
happened; is that correct? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir; it is. 

Mr. Hatch. In early November, apparently the President was of 
the view that the press should not be given too much or too many 
specifics about the Iranian initiatives. Is it accurate to say that he 
was motivated by a hope that more hostages would be freed and 
that premature disclosure of specific details might jeopardize that 
possibility as well as jeopardize the second-channel Iranians and 
place both them and the hostages at serious risk? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir, that was his concern at the 
time. 

Mr. Hatch. As I understand it, the original deal proposed by the 
Israelis in early January, 1986, was for the Israelis to sell the arms 
to Iran. What the Israelis wanted from us was an assurance that 
we would replenish their supplies. When were you told of this 
original plan? 

Attorney General Meese. I was told of that plan that I specifical¬ 
ly recall on the 7th of January, 1986. 

Mr. Hatch. Whose idea was it to change the plan and to have us 
sell the arms directly to Iran under the National Security Act? 

For instance, in his testimony, John Poindexter, Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter suggested that you were the person who suggested that 
change. Could you tell us the genesis of that change? 

Attorney General Meese. To the best of my recollection, it came 
as a result of a conversation in which I believe Director Casey, Mr. 
Sporkin, then the general counsel of the Central Intelligence 
Agency, myself, Admiral Poindexter, possibly Secretary Weinberg¬ 
er, there may have been others participating, and at that time I 
remember being presented with a—or in the discussion, a variety 
of alternatives were presented. The plan suggested by the Israelis 
that you referred to, the idea of using an international arms mer¬ 
chant and the idea of using the CIA directly involved in the arms 
transfer. 

I believe it was probably—I don’t know to what extent it came 
from Mr. Sporkin or could have come from Director Casey, but the 
fact that the National Security Act provided specific authorization 
for the CIA to carry out a mission such as this, I think gave to all 
of us who were participating, at least the lawyers participating, the 
feeling that that would be a way of carrying out the mission that 
was more consistent with the language of the National Security 
Act. 

Mr. Hatch. Whose idea was it to not tell Congress about the ini¬ 
tiative? 

Attorney General Meese. My recollection is that that was in the 
plan originally suggested by either Admiral Poindexter or Director 
Casey, suggested by the two of them, and that either it was Admi¬ 
ral Poindexter or Director Casey who had mentioned that on the 
7th of January, 1986. 

Mr. Hatch. As you read the statute, and I’m speaking specifical¬ 
ly about the Hughes-Ryan amendment to the National Security 
Act, did you find a constitutional basis for the provision that al- 
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lowed the President to withhold prior notice to Congress in special 
cases? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir, I did. Both the language of the 
Act, which says that whatever was being enacted there was consist¬ 
ent with the constitutional duties and responsibilities of the Presi¬ 
dent, and secondly, with the subdivision (b) of section 501, which 
has to do with, if prior notification is not provided, then timely no¬ 
tification should be provided. 

Mr. Hatch. That’s the way I read it also. Based on your under¬ 
standing of the Constitution, General Meese, do you feel it would 
be an unconstitutional intrusion into the President’s responsibility 
to carry out the country’s foreign policy if he were required in 
every case to give prior notice to the Congress of every action? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir, I believe that that could be an 
unconstitutional limitation on the President’s authority. 

Mr. Hatch. As you know, General Meese, Congress has the 
power of the purse and the President is, to quote Chief Justice 
John Marshall, “the sole organ of foreign relations.” 

John Jay’s 64th Federalist Paper explains why the framers gave 
the President the leading role. He stated this. He said that “perfect 
secrecy and immediate dispatch are sometimes requisite. There are 
times where the most useful intelligence may be obtained if the 
persons possessing it can be relieved from the apprehensions of dis¬ 
covery. There are countless many who would rely on the secrecy of 
the President but who would not confide in that of the Senate.” 
That was John Jay in the Federalist Papers. I think that quote is 
particularly applicable here but it is also clear that the Congress is 
not required to appropriate the funds exactly els the President 
wants them appropriated. So there has to be a balance. 

As Henry Kissinger commented in an article I just read yester¬ 
day, an op-ed piece, sometimes we dwell too much on the checks 
and not enough on the balances that are contemplated in the Con¬ 
stitution. 

So looking back on the Iran-Contra events, what can we learn 
about the proper constitutional balance between the executive and 
the legislative branches of government in foreign affairs? 

Attorney General Meese. Well, Senator, I think, as you’ve sug¬ 
gested, there has to be a certain flexibility in what the President is 
able to do and the reporting requirements, to the extent that they 
are valid, on what he is doing so that he has the ability to carry 
out foreign policy and national security policy, particularly in 
those very sensitive areas where the lives of Americans overseas 
are at stake. 

At the same time, I think the power of the purse is one that does 
belong to the Congress, as you point out, and the best way of 
achieving a balance, as you mentioned, is to have procedures 
worked out such as some of those we discussed earlier, where a 
President in normal situations will confide in the Congress and 
obtain their support for his activities, but at the same time have 
the flexibility in unusual, rare occasions where such consultation 
or; such notification has to be delayed in order to achieve some 
other national interest. 

Mr. Hatch. Finally, I would like to read something that Attor¬ 
ney General Robert Jackson, who later became a Justice on the 
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U.S. Supreme Court, said back in 1940 about the power of the Fed¬ 
eral prosecutor. He said, “If the prosecutor is obliged to choose his 
cases, it follows that he can choose his defendants. Therein is the 
most dangerous power of the prosecutor, that he will pick people 
that he thinks he should get rather than pick cases that need to be 
prosecuted. With the law books filled with a great assortment of 
crimes, a prosecutor stands a fair chance of finding at least a tech¬ 
nical violation of some Act on the part of almost anyone. In such a 
case, it is not a question of discovering the commission of a crime 
and then looking for the man who has committed it, it is a question 
of picking the man and then searching the law books or putting 
investigators to work to pin some offense on him. It is in this realm 
in which the prosecutor picks some person whom he dislikes or de- - 
sires to embarrass or selects some group of unpopular persons and 
then looks for an offense that the greatest danger of abuse of pros¬ 
ecuting power lies. It is here that law enforcement becomes person¬ 
al, and the real crime becomes that of being unpopular with the 
predominant or governing group, being attached to the wrong polit¬ 
ical views or being personally obnoxious to or in the way of the 
prosecutor himself.” I think that is a pretty interesting quote. I 
think it applied then in 1940 on April 1st and it applies today and 
it certainly applies in this instance. 

In a sense, that quote seems to me to apply to our inquiry here 
and of course to the independent counsel. As the Nation’s chief law 
enforcement officer, do you have any comment on what Justice 
Jackson, then Mr. Attorney General Jackson, had to say? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, Senator, I certainly concur with 
the sentiments that he expressed. I have a very high regard for Mr. 
Jackson in general, but particularly in view of what he says there 
and the power of the prosecutor and the necessity of using that 
power in a very legitimate and proper way to see that justice is 
done, rather than to vent personal prejudices or personal interests, 
is something about which I talk to each training class of entering 
assistant U.S. attorneys and new lawyers who come to the Depart¬ 
ment of Justice. 

Mr. Hatch. I commend you for doing that. I think it applies 
here. I think it does point out maybe some of the difficulties that 
independent counsels face, because with all the expense and all the 
months gone by, all the hundreds of thousands of documents, all 
the~p6opIu~un~the~~paynjl l, sume might feel that they just have to— 
prosecute somebody. 

In this particular case, I have to admit there were things wrong, 
things that can be criticized, things that certainly were errors in 
judgment, but it struck me very interestingly how difficult it is, 
unless you just go to what really are catch-all provisions of the law, 
to find out whether the law has been violated here. 

Your efforts and those of your team of lawyers have been scruti¬ 
nized throughout this process and they have been attacked with 
the benefit of perfect hindsight. When I look back on your work 
and the very short time that you had to gather the facts, and when 
I compare the vast resources this committee has and the independ¬ 
ent counsel has and the hours that have been put in and spent by 
this committee investigating the same facts, we have spent more 
time in public testimony with a single witness than you had to 
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complete that whole investigation back then, really, your initial in¬ 
quiry. 

Now, when I look at all that, I am impressed with how much you 
were able to accomplish with your team of lawyers from the Jus¬ 
tice Department and how well your initial Findings have really 
stood up, because, as you have said, the basic Findings '.ou found 
then are the basic Findings that propelled this investigation for¬ 
ward, and which we found after 7 or 8 months with hundreds of 
thousands of documents, countless investigative and analytical 
hours being put in, and of course the benefit of perfect hindsight, 
so I just want to say this, I want to thank you for your testimony. I 
think you have stood up well. You have made a good witness, and I 
think you have made it pretty clear that it is a tough position to be 
Attorney General of the United States, and I think the American 
people probably appreciate that more than ever at this particular 
time. 

Thank you, sir. 

I used about half my time, so I turn back the rest to the commit¬ 
tee. 

Attorney General Meese. Thank you, Senator. 

Chairman Inouye. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Attorney General, apparently my hope that we would be out 
of here by 6:30 will not be fulfilled. We have approximately 2 hours 
remaining if all members decide to use their time. 

My question to you, sir: Would you like to have a recess at this 
moment or shall we just plug along? 

Attorney General Meese. Mr. Chairman, I would prefer just to 
continue. I'll be happy to stay here as long as the committee 
wishes. 

Chairman Inouye. Fine, sir. Thank you. 

Chairmen Hamilton. Mr. Aspin. 

Mr. Aspin. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Attorney General, let me just go back over one thing. I am 
kind of intrigued by the question that Mr. Stokes raised about Mr. 
North being the fall guy. 

And I was looking at your testimony, at the transcript of your 
press conference the time you announced the diversion and laid it 
out, and as you have said, there are a lot of points in it at which 
you pu t i n a lot^ of qu a lifiers and oth e r thing s , s aying w e didn't - 
know and we weren’t sure, but on the part about who knew and 
what they knew you were pretty firm at that point. 

I would like to just read the relevant passages. Here you are 
saying—here is the question: “General Meese, who in the NSC was 
aware that this extra amount of money was being transferred to 
the so-called Contras, or under their control? Did Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter specifically know? Who else knew and did the CIA know? 
Was CIA Director Casey aware of this?” 

Your answer was: “TTie only person in the U.S. Government that 
knew precisely about this, the only person was Lt. Col. North. Ad¬ 
miral Poindexter did know that something of this nature was oc¬ 
curring, but he did not look into it further. 

“And what, if I could follow up, sir, what about CIA Director 
Casey?” 
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“CIA Director Casey, Secretary of State Shultz, Secretary of De¬ 
fense Casper Weinberger, myself and other members of the NSC, 
none of us knew.” 

“When you say that Poindexter knew, do you mean that he ap¬ 
proved of it?” 

“No. Admiral Poindexter knew generally that something of this 
nature was happening. He did not know the details.” 

“Did he try to stop it, though?” 

“I don’t know precisely when he learned it. He knew of it some¬ 
time during the last year.” 

“But did he try to stop it, sir?” 

“He did not try to stop it.” 

That is pretty definitive and pretty categorical. There is no 
“Well, we think at this point or we have some impression at this 
point.” I take it from your subsequent testimony that this defini¬ 
tive opinion about what Admiral Poindexter knew or did not know, 
your testimony yesterday mainly, came from that brief meeting 
you had in his office; is that correct? 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct. What I was relating 
there in the passage that you quoted was, first of all, what Lt. Col. 
North had told me about his own knowledge, and, secondly, what 
Admiral Poindexter had told me about his participation. 

Mr. Aspin. But you went with a flat statement and you did not 
ask Admiral Poindexter the flat question, I take it, is what you are 
telling us? Your testimony yesterday, you said that you got from 
the conversation that he knew something about it but you didn’t 
press him saying, “What did you know—how much did you know?” 

Attorney General Meese. I got from him what he told me, which 
was all he told me at that time, that he knew about it, namely, 
that Colonel North had given him hints about what was going on 
so that he had a general knowledge and that he didn’t follow up on 
that or do anything to stop it. 

Mr. Aspin. I’m just kind of surprised that you went with such a 
flat statement at the press conference, given the kind of sketchy 
information that you had at that time. 

Attorney General Meese. I felt it was important to tell all that 
we knew at that time so I related, I think almost verbatim, what 
Admiral Poindexter told me about his participation, and I related, 
again almost verbatim, what Colonel North had told me about his 
participation. ——--— --- 

May I say- 

Mr. Aspin. But without any qualifiers? 

Attorney General Meese. Without any qualifiers, because that I 
did remember exactly what they had told me. 

I might say also that there were qualifiers before and after that 
about our general state of knowledge which certainly applied to 
that, and furthermore what I was doing was talking about what 
people had said they had done. I was not attaching any evaluative 
content to it, as to whether they were guilty of crimes—whether it 
was proper or not proper- 

Mr. Aspin. Did you ever follow up with Admiral Poindexter any 
other questions about—I mean when he resigned—you talked to 
him on the morning of the 25th and told him that it was time to 
resign? 



399 


Attorney General Meese. I talked to him very briefly on the 
morning of the 25th, and I did not go into anything further of a 
substantive nature at that time. 

Mr. Aspin. According to your testimony, you told him that now 
was the time to resign? 

Attorney General Meese. I told him that I was sure his resigna¬ 
tion was going to be requested and that it was l ime. 

He had talked to me about that the previous day. 

Mr. Aspin. Did you relay your feelings about the case of Colonel 
North? Admiral Poindexter testified or said that you at that time 
said that Colonel North was not guilty of anything at that point. 
Do you remember that? 

Attorney General Meese. I don't recall specifically that, but I 
certainly may have said that because at that point we had made no 
evaluation of any criminal activity. 

Mr. Aspin. But the diversion then, in your mind, at that point 
was not a criminal activity? 

Attorney General Meese. We had not at than point established 
for sure, well at no time did we ever establish for sure that it was a 
criminal activity. 

Mr. Aspin. So at that point you did not believe that the diversion 
was a criminal activity; is that correct? 

Attorney General Meese. I didn’t know that it was or certainly 
for sure. As a matter of fact, we were at that time in the process of 
examining to see whether there were any applicable laws, and that 
was going on late Monday night, and then it was further going on 
on Tuesday. 

Mr. Aspin. Why would Admiral Poindexter get the word from 
you that he should resign? 

Attorney General Meese. It was basically because the afternoon 
before when I was talking with him, he said to me, I knew when 
this started to come out—he said, I knew when I heard from Colo¬ 
nel North that if this came out I would probably have to resign, 
and he said, I trust you more than anybody else to- 

Mr. Aspin. To make that call? 

Attorney General Meese. Well, in general just trust him—trust¬ 
ed me for advice generally in the whole thing, and so I felt that the 
next morning that it was only fair that he hear from me what the 

probable consequences would be, because in a sense- 

—Mr. Aspin. Why did you think that it was important for him to 
resign at that moment? 

Attorney General Meese. Well I think for several reasons. One is 
that there was no question in the Chief of Staffs mind at the 
White House that he would have to resign, and he ultimately had 
the primary responsibility to the President and also, in my mind, I 
didn’t see how he could continue in view of this unauthorized activ¬ 
ity having taken place under his watch, where he knew of it—just 
as he testified here and as the President said that day, he took the 
responsibility for it. He was unfortunately responsible. 

I have very high regard for Admiral Poindexter as well as for 
Colonel North, both as individuals and for the fine job they did for 
the administration, and this whole matter, at that time particulaly 
and since, has been a matter of great sorrow to me. 
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Mr. Aspin. Let me lay out a theory. If I was a real cynic like 
Courter, not like I am, but like Courter, if I was just a cynic like 
Courter, I might put together the facts as I see them and come to 
the conclusion that you—I don’t know whether you personally or 
Mr. Casey—somehow somebody was operating a plan A and plan B. 

Plan A was we cannot tell a lie, Ollie did it. Plan B was we 
cannot tell a lie, John Poindexter did it. 

Let me lay out the evidence for that. First of all is the nature of 
the investigation that you conducted and your very definitive state¬ 
ments here at the press conference. Second is the evidence of—that 
is, that John Poindexter did not reveal right away that he in fact 
had authorized the diversion and had not told the President. 

The committee was very puzzled why John Poindexter didn’t say 
that right away and avoid an awful lot of speculation over those 
months in the paper as to whether the President knew or didn’t 
know. He didn’t come forward right away, and I think it is because 
you all were operating plan A. 

It is consistent with North's testimony before this committee 
that he was willing to take the political fall but not the legal fall. 
It is consistent with North’s testimony of a conversation that he 
had with Bill Casey where he, North, said that he would be willing 
to be the fall guy if this ever came out and Casey remarked to him, 
well, you’re probably not big enough—we would have to go prob¬ 
ably higher to Poindexter. 

It certainly is consistent with the fact that Poindexter was al¬ 
lowed to resign and North was fired. And it is consistent with the 
fact that you told Poindexter now—that it was now the time to 
resign. I think you were operating under plan A. And if plan A did 
not succeed—and it looks like plan B is—my question to you is, 
what was plan C? 

Attorney General Meese. All of the imagination that you put 
into this is incorrect. There was no plan A, no plan B. I have no 
idea what plan C might be conjured up in your imagination. 

Mr. Aspin. So you are not going to confess? No? 

I have no more questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Inouye. Senator Sarbanes. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

General, I want to direct your attention to your opening state¬ 
ment. On page 2 of that statement, you say that the administration 
has thoroughly cooperated with the independent counsel and will 
continue to do so. You then state, as the concluding sentence, "It is 
imperative both in fairness to the independent counsel and to those 
individuals who have been involved in the Iran-Contra matter that 
its efforts not be prejudged or impeded.” 

I take it by that you would mean that any assertions, whether 
the independent counsel should or should not prosecute are really 
not appropriate? He should be allowed to do his job without receiv¬ 
ing counsel from outside as to what decision he should reach? Is 
that the import of that sentence? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, Senator. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Now, did I understand you earlier to say in re¬ 
sponse to Congressman Aspin that you continue to have a very 
high regard for Admiral Poindexter and Colonel North, that you 
said you had a high regard? You continue to do so? 
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Attorney General Meese. I have a high regard for both of those 
gentlemen, yes, sir. 

Mr. Sarbanes. In light of some of the testimony that they gave 
to you which subsequently proved not to be correct or accurate? 

Attorney General Meese. Senator, I think you have to look at an 
individual on the basis of all the things you know about them. I 
know about Colonel North, that he has an exemplary war record, a 
record of heroism, and that he worked very hard for the President 
and for things that he believed in for this country, that he has con¬ 
tinually exhibited, in the time that I knew his work at the White 
House while I was there, a high degree of enthusiasm and at great 
personal sacrifice in terms of time with his family and other 
things. 

I know that Admiral Poindexter is one of the finest men I have 
met, a man who has sacrificed a promotion, assignment in the 
Navy which would have, had he accepted it, gotten him away from 
the White House at a time when he might well have been the next 
chief of Naval operations or future chief of Naval operations. He 
sacrificed those opportunities to do what he thought was a task 
where he could better serve this President. 

I think when you look at a person’s record and some things have 
come out here that would tend to detract from those reputations, 
but in both cases, I think you have to look at the entire history and 
experience and background of the individuals, and I can say that I 
still have high regard for both of them. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Recognizing the things you have commented 
about, do you think they leveled with you in full in the course of 
the factual inquiry in which you were conducting? 

Attorney General Meese. This is a difficult question for me to 
answer for the reasons I stated to the chairman and others earlier, 
that I don’t have the benefit of much of the testimony that has 
been given before this committee. I also don’t think that it is my 
place, quite frankly, to sit in judgment upon them. 

Mr. Sarbanes. When you met with Admiral Poindexter, I must 
tell you I still find it a puzzlement as to why you never interviewed 
him, in effect, over the course of your investigation, your inquiry 
beginning on the 21st of November. 

You had an extended discussion with Colonel North, Secretary 
Shultz, the former National Security Adviser, McFarlane, but not 
with Admiral Poindexter. And while you have addressed that 

to me how you could carry out this inquiry without a proper ses¬ 
sion with Admiral Poindexter, who, after all, was the National Se¬ 
curity Adviser, and in the—the significant person in the chain of 
command. 

Attorney General Meese. Senator, the reason was that we were 
planning, when we started out this whole matter, to interview Ad¬ 
miral Poindexter. The order of people that we took was primarily 
to get at those things that I had no knowledge whatsoever about, 
which were the incidents that took place during 1985. 

During 1985, Admiral Poindexter, to the best of our knowledge, 
had very little to do with that because—with the Iranian initiative, 
because most of those activities, according to what we had been 
told, were undertaken by Mr. McFarlane and later on we learned 
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by Colonel North. There is no doubt that had the diversion situa¬ 
tion not been discovered, that we would have had an extensive 
interview with Admiral Poindexter as well. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Well, why didn’t the discovery of the diversion 
memo make it even more essential to have such a session with Ad¬ 
miral Poindexter? 

Attorney General Meese. Because we looked at the people who 
were most knowledgeable. That was Colonel North. We got a com¬ 
plete outline from him as to what had occurred. 

The point at which Admiral Poindexter came into that was not 
in how the whole transaction went forward, but how much he 
knew, what he knew, and those were the questions that I asked 
him. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Now, Colonel North in your interview did not 
assert that he was doing the diversion on his own, did he? 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t believe that he asserted that he 
was doing it on his own. He told me that Admiral Poindexter knew 
about it. 

Mr. Sarbanes. So Admiral Poindexter, who was next in com¬ 
mand, above Colonel North, became a key player in that matter, 
did he not? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes. Yes. That’s why I talked with him. 

Mr. Sarbanes. But only in passing, as I understand it? 

Attorney General Meese. No. It wasn’t in passing. It was for a 
very specific purpose, to find out what he knew, who he had told, 
and what his involvement was in this whole matter. 

Mr. Sarbanes. That was on Monday? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sarbanes. You had one meeting with Admiral Poindexter on 
Monday the 21st? 

Attorney General Meese. Right. 

Mr. Sarbanes. And then on Tuesday morning, you summoned 
him to your office in order to tell him he was to be—he was to 
resign? 

Attorney General Meese. I had heard from Secretary—from Mr. 
Regan that it was his feeling that Poindexter would have to resign 
that day and that he was going to recommend this to the Presi¬ 
dent. I felt, for the reasons I mentioned, I believe, to Mr. Aspin, 
that just on the basis of the confidence that Admiral Poindexter 
had in me that I wanted to tell him that because of our conversa- 
- tion of th e pr e viou s- d a y ^-- 

Mr. Sarbanes. When you went to the President to say that you 
thought this job ought to be done, I take it that’s how it originated; 
is that correct? 

Attorney General Meese. I—we are now talking about Friday the 
21st of November? 

Mr. Sarbanes. Yes. 

Attorney General Meese. At that time I told him I felt someone 
should put together a coherent account of all of the things that had 
transpired in regard to the Iranian initiative so there would be a 
factual overview on which we could depend for testimony and for 
public statements. 

Mr. Sarbanes. But you went to the President with that idea? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Sarbanes. Did you ever ask the President what he knew 
about the various matters in the course of carrying out your in¬ 
quiry? 

Attorney General Meese. No, I did not. At that stage, no. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Did you at any stage before the press conference 
on the 25th of November? 

Attorney General Meese. No, I didn’t. Well, yes, I talked to him 
about this and learned that he knew nothing about this diversion, 
which was the main subject of the press conference on the 25th. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Now, you said just a few minutes ago that an¬ 
other part of it that you were looking at was the—what occurred in 

1985, which, as I understand, was one reason you placed such an 
importance on McFarlane’s testimony rather than Poindexter's, 
since he was the National Security Adviser at that time. 

Attorney General Meese. Yes. 

Mr. Sarbanes. I take it that related to the November shipment 
amongst other things? 

- Attorney General Meese. There were two shipments in 1985, one 
of TOW missiles, 508 missiles, I believe in, I think, August or Sep¬ 
tember, and then the HAWK missiles that were shipped in Novem¬ 
ber of ’85. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Now, did you ask the President about his knowl¬ 
edge on either of those matters? 

Attorney General Meese. No, sir, I did not. I’m sure we would 
have gotten into that later on, but as was already testified to todav, 
as soon as we learned about the diversion, that changed entirely 
the focus of what we were discovering and what would be present¬ 
ed to the American people. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Now, you didn’t ask Admiral Poindexter about it 
either? 

Attorney General Meese. No, sir. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Although the testimony here has subsequently re¬ 
vealed that with respect to the November shipment, the President 
signed a Finding and Admiral Poindexter tore it up, which would 
have been highly relevant information for your inquiry, would it 
not? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sarbanes. When you—when did you find out that there had 
been a shipment to Iran in November of 1985? 

Attorney General Meese. I believe I found it out in November of 

1986. __ 

Mr. Sarbanes. And when you found it out, did you find out it 

had been a shipment of arms? 

Attorney General Meese. Well, initially I think the information I 
got was that it was first known to be a shipment of oil-drilling 
parts, but that later it was discovered that it was a shipment of 
arms. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Now, when you interviewed Mr. McFarlane, he 
told you it was a shipment of oil-drilling parts; is that right? 

Attorney General Meese. I think by that time, I think he told me 
that he had been told by Mr. Rabin that it was a shipment of oil¬ 
drilling parts. 

Mr. Sarbanes. You testified yesterday at some length about 
being told that they were interrupted at the Geneva summit about 
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this matter, that a phone call was placed to the Prime Minister of 
a friendly country to intervene for the shipment to go through. Did 
it strike you as strange that that kind of high-level intervention 
should have been necessary in order to move a shipment of oil- 
drilling parts? 

Attorney General Meese. Senator, we were told either by Mr. 
McFarlane or Colonel North, or perhaps both, that Mr.—that the 
representative of Israel had indicated that this was a very impor¬ 
tant shipment that had to do with the—with a project in which the 
United States was interested, namely the Iranian initiative or the 
Iranian relationship that was going on at that time. 

Mr. Sarbanes. It did not strike you as strange that you would be 
intervening with the Prime Minister of a country to move through 
oil-drilling equipment? 

Attorney General Meese. At that time, I knew that these were 
arms. Mr. McFarlane indicated he had been told by Mr. Rabin that 
it was oil-drilling equipment. All I know is that he considered it 
important enough and a significant enough shipment that he felt 
that it was proper for him to intervene. 

Mr. Sarbanes. You did not ask Mr. McFarlane that question? 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t recall asking him that question 
per se, no. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Well, I find it very difficult, because Judge Sofaer, 
in his deposition—in fact, when he called Cooper in your depart¬ 
ment about the fact that this was—about the statement that was to 
appear in Casey’s testimony that no one in the U.S. Government 
knew that the November shipment was HAWKs, as opposed to oil¬ 
drilling equipment, and he responded that the claim was impossi¬ 
ble in light of what he knew to have been the conversation between 
the Secretary of State and McFarlane in November of 1985. And 
then he went on to say, “Yes, and I also thought it was untenable 
as a matter of logic that the CIA would not have reacted in the 
way that Casey’s testimony indicated; that is, with a warning that 
they would not do this again. Generally the whole thing smelled to 
me like the kind of thing you see in a trial, and I presided over 
hundreds.” 


This is Judge Sofaer in his deposition. “In a narcotics case, for 
example, where they refer to the drugs as shirts or something like 
that. You always have some kind of phrase that you use to describe 
what you are selling when you dornt want to talk about it direct- 
lv.” _'_ 

“Question: And here it was oil-drilling equipment? 

“Answer: Right. Oil-drilling bits.” 

Now did you have the same suspicion? 

Attorney General Meese. Senator, I don’t think I had the same 
suspicion in the same sense because I knew what was involved 
there. It was a matter of my finding out what people recalled, what 
their recollection was. As I was going through this, it was not a 
matter of cross-examining people at that stage or even trying to re¬ 
solve conflicting accounts, but trying to find out what people did 
remember so that we could put these different pieces together. I 
think that obviously Mr. Sofaer at this stage, as I would with all 
the information that is now available, might have a very different 


view. 
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Mr. Sarbanes. Well, let me ask you a couple of follow-up ques¬ 
tions on testimony that was given in the course of the day. At one 
point when it was—the question was put to you, ‘‘Why, when you 
met with Director Casey on Saturday night, the 22d of November, 
you did not raise with him the diversion which you had found out 
about about midday of that day through the discovery of the diver¬ 
sion memo by Mr. Reynolds?” 

And you responded, amongst other things, and said, “Well, the 
committee would be criticizing me now had I told Casey for tipping 
him off,” and it just prompts me to put the question to you: Was 
one of the reasons for not telling Casey that Saturday night to 
guard against such a danger? 

Attorney General Meese. No. No. No, Senator. I had no idea at 
that time of any such danger, so to speak. It was just, as I men¬ 
tioned earlier, the natural lawyer's instinct, I think, that you don’t 
tell somebody about something, even someone as close a friend as 
Mr. Casey, until you know all the details when you are in the proc¬ 
ess if finding facts. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Were you aware of the close relationship appar¬ 
ently between Director Casey and Colonel North? 

Attorney General Meese. No, I was not. Not until I heard testi¬ 
mony here. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Now, in response to Senator Mitchell earlier 
today, I think you indicated the view that the documents that Colo¬ 
nel North destroyed on Sunday night, late Sunday night, early 
Monday morning, from 11:00 p.m. to 4:00 a.m., were irrelevant. 

Attorney General Meese. I didn’t say they were irrelevant. I said 
they may have been irrelevant. I have no idea. 

Mr. Sarbanes. A reasonable person could certainly proceed on 
the view that North, having had an interview with you at some 
length on Sunday afternoon, and then going to his office at 11:00 
that night and engaged in extensive shredding until 4:00 in the 
morning, that pertinent documents might well have been shredded. 
That is not an unreasonable view to take, would you say? 

Attorney General Meese. It is not an unreasonable view after 
the fact, learning those things, although I have—I think one of the 
things that we did know at that time was that we had been 
through the documents. Our people had been through the docu¬ 
ments. They had, in fact, discovered this particular document that 
led to the discovery of the diversion. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Of course, the diversion was an alarm bell, 


to Iran was being done pursuant to a Presidential Finding, which 
you had been involved in preparing, as I understand it. In fact, I 
think the legal analysis came from you for the January 17 Finding, 
is that correct? 


Attorney General Meese. No. I concurred in the legal analysis 
that was presented by General Counsel Sporkin. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Well, I think General Counsel Sporkin gave us 
some testimony that indicates he was relying upon you. I mean 
each of you may have been relying on the other in that instance, 
but in any event, that Finding did not authorize taking the money 
from the transfer of arms to Iran and using them for the Contras. 
That is very clear, isn’t it? 
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Attorney General Meese. That is correct. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Is that the basis on which you became alarmed 
about that situation? 

Attorney General Meese. I became alarmed on the basis that it 
was—that when I learned about the diversion of funds, that was 
certainly a far cry from what the President had authorized on the 
7th of January and in the Finding of the 17th of January, 1986 and 
a far cry from my—from anything I had ever heard authorized by 
him. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Finally, would you take the view that establishing 
a covert operation of the sort that North, Secord, and Hakim had 
set up outside of the channels of accountability is a totally unac¬ 
ceptable way to proceed? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Thank you, Mr. Chairmatn. 

Chairman Hamilton. Mr. Boland? 

Mr. Boland. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Attorney General, slowly, but imperceptibly, we are coming 
to the end of this day. You have testified that on November 21st of 
1986, President Reagan instructed you to ascertain all the facts 
concerning the Iran arms transactions. 

Since you were aware that this initiative was in your words rig¬ 
idly compartmentalized, at what point in your investigative process 
did you plan to ask the President what he knew so that you could 
both assure yourself that you had a full account of what had tran¬ 
spired and check the accuracy of other information that you had 
received? 

Attorney General Meese. It would have been after I had put to¬ 
gether the information obtained from the other individuals who 
were involved. 

Mr. Boland. When you informed the President of the diversion 
on November 24th, did he indicate to you what instructions, if any, 
he might have issued concerning the provision of military support 
to the Contras during the period between October 1st of 1984 and 
October 18 of 1986? 

Attorney General Meese. No, sir. I don't believe that came up in 
the conversation. 

Mr. Boland. Mr. McFarlane has testified that he brought the Is¬ 
raeli proposal to ship TOW missiles to Iran to President Reagan’s 
attention in July of 1985, the TOW missiles, but that the President 
needed a few days to consider the proposal before he approved it. 

Is it your testimony that during the time he was considering the 
Israeli proposal, he did not ask you for your legal or personal 
advice on it? 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct. 

I might also say there was probably a good reason for that. I 
think I was either in—well, I was not asked for my advice at any 
time, but probably even if he had wanted to, he couldn’t because I 
was in Europe during most of that time. 

Mr. Boland. I am interested in what was said between you, the 
President, the Vice President, and Donald Regan before Admiral 
Poindexter joined you in the Oval Office on November 25th of 1986. 

What kind of a briefing did you provide for that group, absent 
Poindexter? 
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Attorney General Meese. On the 25th of November 1986, this 
was at 9:00 o’clock in the morning, I believe—you recalled—I be¬ 
lieve the Vice President was there. 

I know Mr. Regan was there. I know the President and I were 
there. 

I think at that time I don’t believe I provided much of a briefing 
inasmuch as I had told the President and the Vice President the 
previous evening what I had found out. It was more a matter of 
discussing the action steps to be taken which included the appoint¬ 
ment of the special review board, the termination of Mr.—Admiral 
Poindexter and Lt. Col. North as members of the White House 
staff, or the NSC staff, the convening of the National Security 
Council members to advise them, the convening of a meeting with 
the congressional leadership, and the holding of a news conference 
to announce this to the American people. 

Those were the things we talked about on that morning. 

Mr. Boland. Did you indicate to that group what Poindexter’s 
knowledge was of the diversion? 

Attorney General Meese. I believe I talked to them about that 
the previous day, or at least I certainly had the President. I believe 
at least in summary form with the Vice President. 

Mr. Boland. As I understand your testimony, in a meeting, you 
had several meetings. These would be between January 7 and the 
17th of 1986, you attended with the President on the Iranian initia¬ 
tive. Mr. Reagan was insistent that no deals were to be made with 
any group holding hostages. 

Secretary Shultz has testified that information available to him 
caused him to conclude that Iran had absolute control over the hos¬ 
tages. 

To your knowledge, was that information made available to the 
President? 

Attorney General Meese. I have no knowledge that it was. At all 
times—and I was only in one meeting with the President on this 
subject in January of 1986. But at other meetings, even as late No¬ 
vember of 1986, when this matter was discussed as to the Iranian 
influence or the extent of this control, I believe we were advised by 
Admiral Poindexter, it may have been others, that while the Irani¬ 
ans had influence over the—those who were holding the hostages, 
they did not have control over them. 

Mr. Boland. You testified that your reading of the applicable 
law led you to conclude that a “short delay” of notification to Con¬ 
gress of the Iran arms sales was authorized. How do you believe 
that the duration of that short delay was to be defined? How would 
you define the short delay? 

Attorney General Meese. I would define the delay not really in 
terms of time, but in terms of the reason for the delay. The reason 
for the delay was the jeopardy to the hostages and also potentially 
to people in Iran if this should come out. 

But particularly to the hostages, and it was established by the 
President that the delav would only be so long as the hostages con¬ 
tinued to be held and that the notification would take place just as 
soon as the hostages were released and in the United States con¬ 
trol. 
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Mr. Boland. In his testimony, Admiral Poindexter made clear 
his belief that had the President known about the diversion, he 
would have approved it. 

Did your discussion of the diversion with the President on No¬ 
vember 24th and 25th, 1986, support or rebut the admiral’s conten¬ 
tion? 

Attorney General Meese. I believe that he President, had he 
been notified about it, would not have approved it. 

Mr. Boland. On November 25th of 1986, the administration con¬ 
cluded that a criminal investigation of this matter was warranted. 
The committees have evidence indicating that there was no FBI 
search of White House files until November 28th. 

What was the reason for that delay, from the 25th to the 28th? 

Attorney General Meese. I have no knowledge of any reason for 
that delay. I do know, however, that the White House files had al¬ 
ready been secured as of the 25th, I believe. At least I gave the 
order on that date to do it, concurrent with the commencement of 
the criminal investigation. 

Mr. Boland. And what is your view of the legal standing of a 
Covert Action Finding that seeks to ratify already conducted covert 
operations? 

Attorney General Meese. In my opinion, it does not have any 
effect because the law provides that the President make a Finding 
that something is in the national interest or the national security 
interests, depending upon the particular statute, and I think that 
clearly implies that the Finding be made prior to the commence¬ 
ment of the covert action. 

Mr. Boland. Let me ask as a final question, did Reynolds and 
Richardson, and Cooper, and you have a nice meal at the Old 
Ebbitt on the 22d? 

Attorney General Meese. Let me say, Mr. Boland, the meal was 
a lot better until they told me about the discovery of the memo and 
also that the Old Ebbitt has gotten a good deal of publicity out of 
these hearings, from what I understand. 

Mr. Boland. Thank you very much. 

Chairman Hamilton. Mr. DeWine. 

Mr. DeWine. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Attorney General, thank you for your time. We are getting 
close, we’re almost there, maybe we can all go eat at the Old Ebbitt 
in a minute. 

You served as White House counsellor to the President. I don’t 
know if that is the official title. You were very, very close to the 
President of the United States from the time he was sworn in in 
January of 1981 until the time that you were sworn in as our At¬ 
torney General; is that correct? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir. 

Mr. DeWine. And during that time you became very familiar 
with how the White House works? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir. 

Mr. DeWine. Of course, you are very familiar with how Ronald 
Reagan works, as well, and you know him very well? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. DeWine. You know that when President Reagan has all the 
facts, that he handles the situation very well. That, in fact, when 
he has the facts, he is a strong and decisive leader; is that correct? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir. 

Mr. DeWine. You also^now that no President, no matter who he 
is, can function unless he has all the facts? 

Attorney General Meese. That is correct. 

Mr. DeWine. Now, from your testimony, you described that night 
when the President—I believe it was on the 19th of November—the 
President had that press conference. You described driving home, 
having your car radio on, listening to part of the press conference. 
Then you got home and went in the house. 

I believe you told us your wife had the press conference on TV, 
so you watched the rest of it at that time; is that correct? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir. 

Mr. DeWine. After watching that, based upon the testimony that 
you have already given to us, you knew there was a problem, did 
you not? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir. 

Mr. DeWine. You knew that obviously the President of the 
United States did not have ail the facts that night? 

Attorney General Meese. It certainly appeared that way from 
the press conference. 

Mr. DeWine. It was clear there was a problem. It was clear that 
Admiral Poindexter and Donald Regan for some reason were not 
getting the essential facts to the President of the United States; 
isn’t that true? 

Attorney General Meese. Well, I don’t know who was responsi¬ 
ble, but I did know that the President did not appear to be in pos¬ 
session of a lot of facts that I felt he should have known at the 
time. 

Mr. DeWine. You have been very kind for these 2 days. I know 
you don’t want to criticize anybody. I am not going in any way to 
try to twist your arm to do that. 

But they were the critical advisers to the President during that 
time? We are talking about the Chief of Staff, Donald Regan, and 
talking about the National Security Adviser; isn’t that true? 

Attorney General Meese. They were obviously principal advisers 
to the President. There are a lot of things that go into briefings for 
press conferences. So- 

Mr. DeWine. All right. I’ll let you- 

Attorney General Meese. I wouldn’t try to pin it on any one 
person. I think it was the situation that concerned me, rather than 
any individuals. 

Mr. DeWine. As a consequence of the President not having all 
the facts, frankly the American people were confused. And that 
was tragic, was it not? Because this President, when he has all the 
facts, is not detached and evasive, he is engaged and forceful, isn’t 
he? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir, he is. 

What was particularly of concern to me was this was an issue of 
major proportions and major public interest and also an issue 
which people for political purposes could severely damage the ad- 
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ministration, so it had a lot of reasons why it was important to get 
accurate facts out to the public immediately. 

Mr. DeWine. After you realized some of the President’s closest 
advisers were for any number of reasons apparently ill-serving 
him, you took it upon yourself at that time to go to the President 
and ask him for specific authority to discover the facts, did you 
not? 

I believe what you said was “Either I can do it or somebody else 
can do it, but somebody has got to get the facts out.” 

Attorney General Meese. I didn't feel anybody was ill-serving 
hirn in that sense when I went to him on Friday. I was rather con¬ 
cerned that because of the way this whole thing had occurred, that 
different people had different recollections—that seemed pretty 
clear to me—and that it was necessary to get a total factual over¬ 
view. 

Mr. DeWine. So when you went to him and you got that authori¬ 
zation—now, over the course of the next few days, you discovered, 
according to my notes, at least the following: number one, a diver¬ 
sion of funds to the Contras from the sale_of arms to Iran; two, that 
three people in the U.S. Government—North, Poindexter, and 
McFarlane—knew about the diversion; three, that the U.S. Govern¬ 
ment officials were assisting the Contras with diverted funds; and, 
finally, number four, that the President of the United States, 
Ronald Reagan, did not authorize, nor did he know of, that diver¬ 
sion. 

Would you agree that those were four essential facts that in a 
very, very brief period of time, relatively brief period of time, you 
were able to find out? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir, that is correct. 

Mr. DeWine. What did you do with that essential information 
once you had it? 

Attorney General Meese. I presented that information to the 
President. 

Mr. DeWine. And what did the President then do, the first thing 
he did? 

Attorney General Meese. Well, the President determined that 
this should be made public. The President also determined that he 
wanted to take steps to make sure that it did not reoccur. He also 
wanted to be sure that the people who had been responsible for 
this were removed from the White House staff, and that the Con¬ 
gress and others in the administration were notified, as well as the 
American public. 

Mr. DeWine. That ultimately resulted, then, in the press confer¬ 
ence, several people leaving the administration, and then finally 
the Tower Commission; is that correct? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir. All of that was planned essen¬ 
tially on the morning of the 25th of November and then imple¬ 
mented immediately thereafter. 

Mr. DeWine. What did you do then and what did the President 
do about any possible violations of law? 

Attorney General Meese. Well, as already mentioned, I told him 
that I would be convening a criminal investigation, or would prob¬ 
ably convene a criminal investigation, ac soon as I received infor¬ 
mation from our Criminal Division that there was reason to. 
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We did that on the afternoon of the 25th and then, based upon 
information provided to me by the Criminal Division that there 
were adequate legal and factual predicates, I requested the ap¬ 
pointment of an independent counsel during the week of the 1st of 
December. 

The actual request went forward on the 4th, although I had an¬ 
nounced publicly on the 2d that we would be doing so. 

Mr. DeWine. Finally, the Congress in its proper role passed a 
resolution which created this committee—these two committees ac¬ 
tually. How did the President react to that resolution and the fact 
that this committee has been established—the Senate Committee 
has been established and the House Committee? 

Attorney General Meese. The President ordered all members of 
the Executive Branch to cooperate fully with the committees. 

Mr. DeWine. Mr. Attorney General, I’m not going to take all of 
my time. Let me just say in closing that those 6 days—and that is 
stretching it, because it is actually portions, by my calculations, 
portions of 5 days—had to be unbelievably eventful for you. I don’t 
enow how you got everything done that you testified that you did. 
’m sure you did, but it had to be an unbelievably stressful period 
of time. You got a lot done. 

But it was also an extraordinarily important time for this coun¬ 
try. You have been criticized and you are going to continue to be 
criticized, I am sure, for moving too slow. Some people have criti¬ 
cized you for moving too fast. Some people said you didn’t have the 
right players in. 

My first reaction, frankly, after I heard it was a little critical 
myself. 

I would echo what several of my colleagues have said. It would 
seem that maybe if you had gotten, that last day, got Poindexter 
and North in there, got them in a room with the President, we 
could have gotten all the facts out and avoided some of this. 

I listened this morning to your explanation of that. It seems to 
me to be a logical explanation. 

Mr. DeWine. But hindsight, I guess, also could say, and I am 
sure that you would agree at this point that if you had it to do over 
again, you would have sealed those offices and that is looking back, 
and we see that the shredding occurred and it did, in fact, take 
place. 

But it seems to me, and this is from one former prosecutor to an¬ 
other former prosecutor, the bottom line is this: you got the job 
done. You got the facts, the essential facts to the President of the 
United States. 

Your investigation, factfinding mission, whatever you want to 
call it, may not have been perfect, it may not even have been 
pretty, but it was a win. 

You got the job done. You did what you had to do. 

In conclusion, let me just say that in this Congressman’s opinion, 
you did not get between the President and the American people. 

You did not allow others to come between you and the President. 
You didn’t leave the game when the score was against you. And 
that is this man’s opinion. 

You had, Mr. Attorney General, the good judgment to play to our 
strength. 
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While others took him out, you had the foresight to put Ronald 
Reagan back in the game. 

Thank you for your testimony. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Attorney General Meese. Thank you, Mr. DeWine. 

Chairman Hamilton. Mr. Jenkins. 

Mr. Jenkins. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Attorney General, I only have a couple of questions ’cause I 
think every question has already been asked. 

I guess the thing that concerns me more than anything else is 
how important decisions are made by the National Security Coun¬ 
cil. 

I understand that the Security Council can’t make a decision if 
you don’t know about some action that is being taken, but at the 
time that you rightly decided to get the facts straight on the 21st I 
guess it was, Friday, November the 21st, you were just concerned 
about the 1985 shipments and the discrepancies in the statements 
that had been made about the 1985 shipments; is that correct? 

Attorney General Meese. Well, we were interested in putting to¬ 
gether the facts about the entire Iranian initiative, including the 
incidents that had taken place in 1985, but that was the primary 
area in which there was much less apparent knowledge and docu¬ 
mentation. 

Mr. Jenkins. And when you called Mr.—Admiral Poindexter at 
9:20 in the morning to set up a meeting with the President, you 
went with Admiral Poindexter and took Mr. Regan with you to see 
the President? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jenkins. And according to the, I guess it is your schedule,- 
you must have spent 45 minutes maybe with the President at that 
time? 

Attorney General Meese. I believe we spent—this is on the 
21st—I believe we spent about 20 to 25 minutes with him. 

Mr. Jenkins. What did you tell the President that the real prob¬ 
lem was of the 1985- 

Attorney General Meese. I told the President that it appeared 
that different people had different recollections of what had oc¬ 
curred or partial information as to what had occurred and that no 
one seemed to have a complete account of what had happened, and 
as a result there seemed to be differences of opinion as to what ac¬ 
tually had occurred. 

Mr. Jenkins. And, of course, I would assume at that time you in¬ 
formed him that you didn’t know anything about the 1985 ship¬ 
ments yourself, individually? 

Attorney General Meese. I am not sure whether that came up 
specifically, but certainly I did not, other than what I had heard, of 
course, in the preceding few days. 

Mr. Jenkins. In trying to help you and—the President didn’t say 
"I signed a Finding for the 1985 shipments”? 

Attorney General Meese. No, that was the kind of thing that I 
would be developing in the course of this factfinding inquiry would 
be things like Findings or anything else that occurred. 
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Mr. Jenkins. It would appear to me that it would have been 
normal for the President to volunteer that he had signed a Finding 
back in 1985. 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t think we went into any of those 
kinds of details of the particular transactions. 

Mr. Jenkins. Admiral Poindexter, who had the Finding in his 
possession, did not volunteer any information at that time? 

Attorney General Meese. No, sir, he did not. 

Mr. Jenkins. Looking back on it, does that seem unusual to you? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir, it does. 

Mr. Jenkins. I think that type of lack of being forthcoming is the 
same thing that bothers the committee. 

For what little time I have, I want to turn to exhibit 47, which is 
the—which are the notes of the interview of Colonel North, and I 
know that inferences can be drawn that are sometimes, inferences 
are wrong, and I want to ask you about a couple of statements that 
Colonel North gave you during this interview. 

First of all, did Colonel North keep insisting to you that this was 
entirely an Israeli operation? 

Attorney General Meese. I believe he indicated to me that it was 
an Israeli proposal initially, but that the United States agreed to 
participate in it and to replenish the weapons and otherwise par¬ 
ticipate in it, and in effect adopted this or adopted a participation 
in it. 

Mr. Jenkins. Did he state to you that it was his idea to continue 
the operation or was he saying that it was entirely an Israeli—it 
appears to me, from looking at the notes and from your press state¬ 
ment that you made subsequent to this, that you were contending 
at the press conference that this was an Israeli operation and that 
we had some knowledge of it. 

Attorney General Meese. No, I think there was no question 
about United States participation, but in ’85 it was primarily the 
relationship, the transactions between—that took place were be¬ 
tween Israel anc Iran, and the United States role was in replenish¬ 
ing arms for Israel, but there was no question in my mind that at 
least after the fact we had condoned the shipments, and there was 
some confusion, some differences of information we received as ex¬ 
actly what happened. 

The things we did know was that the original idea came from the 
Israelis, or we had been told that, that the actual weapons ship¬ 
ments in ’85 had been Israeli shipments, the United States had 
participated later by replenishing the weapons to Israel. 

Mr. Jenkins. Please turn to page 13 so you might explain this 
portion of the notes, if you are on page 13. North believes—about 
the center of the page—“North believes that R.R. authorized it 
himself because ‘M’ —McFarlane I am assuming—“wouldn’t go 

off on his own.” 

Then down below, “North went to talk with R.R. ...” with 
Reagan, “strategic relation, and with Ronald Reagan it always came 
back to the hostages drawn to the linkage. Terrible mistake to say 
that Ronald Reagan wanted the strategic relationship because 
Ronald Reagan wanted the hostages.” What was he telling you at 
that point? 
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Attorney General Meese. He was saying that in his contacts with 
the President, the President’s main focus was on freeing the hos¬ 
tages. 

Mr. Jenkins. And at that point when he made that statement, I 
am assuming the next part is your statement- 

Attorney General Meese. Right. 

Mr. Jenkins. That “R.R. talked about both, not agreed to arms, 
add hostages.” What did you mean by that? 

Attorney General Meese. I told him that in my contacts, the 
meeting I had attended, he talked about both. This was about both 
the strategic relationship and the hostages. If it was just the rela¬ 
tionship, I didn't think he would agree to the arms, and I am not 
sure what “add hostages” means. 

Mr. Jenkins. But Colonel North was insisting that the Presi¬ 
dent’s primary concern was getting the hostages released; is that 
right? 

Attorney General Meese. That was his comment, and I felt that 
that was incorrect, because I had heard the President talk in Janu¬ 
ary of '86, and I had heard the President talk again on both the 
10th of November, 1986, when he met-with members of the Nation¬ 
al Security Council, and again on the—I believe the 13th of Novem¬ 
ber, 1986, when he had talked with people in the congressional del¬ 
egation. 

Mr. Jenkins. So you were simply trying to straighten out Colonel 
North’s belief- 

Attorney General Meese. I apparently made that comment in 
the course of the discussion, yes. 

Mr. Jenkins. Now, turn to page 19 and see if you can clarify— 
well, turn to page 18 first at the bottom of the page: “Question: 
What else like the Nicaraguan angle? 

“Answer: Nothing.” 

And then on the top of the next page, “if this doesn’t come out, 
only other is the November HAWKs deal. Think someone ought to 
step up and say this was authorized in November.” 

What does that mean, “someone ought to step up”? 

Attorney General Meese. I think what it means is—I don’t have 
a specific recollection, but from the notes, I would conclude that he 
said that he thought that somebody ought to come up and say that 
the November HAWK shipment was, in fact, authorized by the 
President. 

Mr. Jenkins. Which it was. 

Attorney General Meese. It was certainly in the signing of the 
Finding after the fact. Whether the President had authorized it 
before or not, I think this may be one of the things that the Presi¬ 
dent indicated he can’t remember exactly when it was authorized. 

Mr. Jenkins. What does that sentence, “if this doesn’t come out, 
the only other thing is the November HAWKs deal?” 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t have a recollection, but it looks 
to me like you might conclude that he was suggesting the diversion 
of funds not be made public or not come out. 

Mr. Jenkins. That is the part that I was—that’s the way I read 
it, too. 

Attorney General Meese. Right. 

Mr. Jenkins. Was he asking that yc” keep this quiet? 



415 


Attorney General Meese. I would conclude that. I don’t recall 
that part of the conversation, but I certainly think that would be a 
fair conclusion here. 

Mr. Jenkins. No one responded to him on the proposition to keep 
that quiet? 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t remember what was said at 
that time. I know in my own mind that was not a reasonable prop¬ 
osition. 

I did say, it looks like from this again and I’m drawing conclu¬ 
sions here based on notes, that I have to share it with the Presi¬ 
dent and see if he was aware of it. 

Mr. Jenkins. To see if he was aware of the diversion? 

Attorney General Meese. The diversion, right. 

Mr. Jenkins. Well, that is the same conclusion that I came to in 
reading those notes, and I simply wanted to know if that was a 
proper inference to be drawn, that there was a desire to button this 
thing up; is that right? 

Attorney General Meese. Right. 

Mr. Jenkins. Thank you, Mr. Attorney General. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Hamilton. Mr. Rodino. 

Mr. Rodino has 20 minutes reserved. 

Mr. Rodino. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Attorney General, we are back again. Hopefully the witching 
hour will sound, and we will all go home. 

Mr. Attorney General, yesterday we had an exchange. I asked 
you questions relative to your conducting a factfinding inquiry 
without using the Criminal Division, and in answer to my question 
you stated that you did not feel that it was necessary at that time, 
and you also interjected, I believe, that you had a discussion with 
Director Webster, who somehow or other—you seemed to suggest 
that Director Webster had agreed with you and that, there was no 
need for the Criminal Division. 

Am I correct in recalling that? 

Attorney General Meese. Actually I believe the discussion was in 
the presence of Director Webster, that we were not—that it was 
not a criminal matter, and more specifically as far as he was con¬ 
cerned that it was not appropriate for the FBI to come into it. 

Mr. Rodino. Lot me just refer you, Mr. Attorney General, that 
the record indicates, both from your deposition testimony as well 
as from Director Webster's testimony before the Senate Select 
Committee on Intelligence, that your discussion with Director Web¬ 
ster on November 21st, 1986—and I want to be clear on this, and I 
refer you to your own testimony—was merely a casual one that oc¬ 
curred on the way out of another meeting. 

As a matter of fact, I will read part of the deposition which is 
yours. 

“What exactly did you tell Director Webster?” 

Your answer: “I told—well, I can’t recall the exact conversation, 
but I indicated the President asked me to do a factual review of the 
matters pertaining to the Iran initiative, and because there were 
different people and different bits of information and that we 
wanted to try to put it together into a coherent version of the 
whole thing.” 
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Question: “Did you explain to him the discrepancies in Casey’s 
testimony?” 

Answer: “I don't think I went into specific details about it other 
than what I mentioned, that different people had remembered dif¬ 
ferent parts of it.” 

“Do you know whether or not he was aware that Mr. Casey was 
testifying that day?” 

“I don’t know whether he was or not.” 

Turning to Director Webster’s testimony before the Select Com¬ 
mittee, there were various questions put to him, and the chairman, 

I think, stated: “Let me turn your attention now to your conversa¬ 
tion with Attorney General Meese on November 21, 1986, when he 
informed you of his prospective inquiry.” And it goes into say, “Did 
Mr. Meese explain to you in any kind of detail why he was con¬ 
ducting this inquiry?” 

Mr. Webster: “Well, it was a very casual conversation, not an 
agenda item.” 

He recalls that it was Friday, November 21st, and in answer to ■ 
Senator Specter’s question asking again about the conversation, he 
states, and he said what—this is Senator Specter—and you said 
and Director Webster said, “as best I can recall he said no, I don’t 
think so. I don’t think there is any need for it. There is nothing 
criminal about this that I can see, do you? And I said, well, no, not 
on the basis of what 1 know now, and he agreed and that was the 
end of the conversation.” 

1 merely point this out because I’m sure you didn’t want the 
committee to believe that you had had a full conversation with Di¬ 
rector Webster as to whether or not he was going to offer an opin¬ 
ion as to whether this was to be a criminal investigation. 

Attorney General Meese. That’s correct. He was relying upon 
what I had told him, but as I mentioned- 

Mr. Rodino. Which was the result of a casual conversation with¬ 
out any specific details? I just want to get the record straight. And 
of course the deposition, your own deposition, is here and Director 
Webster’s is public testimony. 

Attorney General Meese. Right—let me just say I think there is 
some interesting testimony that Director Webster has given in 
which he says- 

Mr. Rodino. What are you referring to? 

Attorney General Meese. I’m referring now to his confirmation 
testimony- 

Mr. Rodino. What date was that? 

Attorney General Meese. It was the 8th of April of this year, at 
which time he said essentially what I have said here, that neither 
of us saw this as a criminal inquiry, the purpose was to try to get 
the facts straight so that the government could be speaking with 
one accurate voice and so on. 

Mr. Rodino. Mr. Attorney General, just so that we keep the 
record clear, I’m referring to a conversation that occurred on the 
21st- 

Attorney General Meese. We are both referring to the same con¬ 
versation. 

I’m telling you that his testimony about that conversation clari¬ 
fies or elaborates on what you have said there. 
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Mr. Rodino. We will have to leave that to the record. 

Attorney General Meese. All right. 

Mr. Rodino. We also talked yesterday, and I want to make cer¬ 
tain that the record is clear here, again, on Shultz’s notes on the 
Contra connection. Yesterday you seemed to dispute that the com¬ 
mittee had any evidence on that point. I just want to make clear, 
Mr. Attorney General, that—and I said to you if you don't, that 
there is—first of all, that the committee last week had received tes¬ 
timony from the Secretary of State. It was sworn testimony, that 
he did tell the Attorney General on November 22d at his interview 
that he was worried about a possible connection between the Iran 
arms matter and the Contras. 

And then of the notes of his special assistant, the special assist¬ 
ant of Secretary of State, Charlie Hill, who was present at the At¬ 
torney General’s November 22d interview of Secretary Shultz’s 
record, that the Secretary of State told the Attorney General that 
day, and these are Mr. Hill’s words, “Another angle worries me. 
Could get mixed up with help for Freedom Fighters in Nicaragua. 
One thing may be overlapping with another. May be a connection.’’ 
And that is the conversation that took place which is being reflect¬ 
ed by Mr. Hill. 

I thought that I want to keep that record straight. 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Rodino. I usu¬ 
ally see you in the role as chairman. In this particular case, I think 
the point that I misunderstood at the time was the implication that 
he saw some connection, some actual connection between the two 
matters, the Iran initiative and the Freedom Fighters of Nicara¬ 
gua. 

On the contrary, this appears that people might put a political 
connection between the two things; as he said, our enemies on the 
Hill would love to wrap the two together, rather than any actual 
connection. 

Mr. Rodino. Let me read you further in the testimony by Mr. 
Secretary of State. In answer to Mr. Belnick, who said, and this is 
on page 115 of the testimony that was given that day, “Mr. Bel¬ 
nick: The notes of your interview with the Attorney General re¬ 
flect, among other things, your expressing the concern to him on 
that Saturday that this Iran matter or fear that this Iran matter 
would somehow get wrapped into aid for the Nicaraguan Resist¬ 
ance. What was the basis for that fear that you expressed on Satur¬ 
day the 22d? 

^Secretary Shultz: Because somebody had pointed out to me that 
the—I think it is the Southern Air Transport was used in the Cen¬ 
tral American situation and also in terms of the flights of arms, 
and so I said, well, my gosh, if this gets connected, then we are 
going to have a problem with our policy in Central America.” 

Attorney General Meese. But obviously that was not said to me; 
that was said to the committee here. 

Mr. Rodino. That was said to the committee here, yes. 

Attorney General Meese. But at no time in my conversation with 
Secretary Shultz did he ever raise the issue of Southern Air Trans- - 
port. 

Mr. Rodino. You don’t believe that Mr. Hill’s reflection of the 
Secretary’s notes reflecting what the Secretary said at that meet- 
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ing with you, the interview, that that doesn’t suggest “another 
angle worries me. Could get mixed up with help for freedom fight¬ 
ers in Nicaragua. One thing may be overlapping with another. May 
be a connection.” 

Attorney General Meese. That refers to a political connection 
that enemies of the administration would love to wrap together as 
he says here. It certainly does not suggest anything related to 
Southern Air Transport or an actual connection. 

Mr. Rodino. Mr. Attorney General, moving on to a matter that 
the House Judiciary Committee was concerned with. As you will 
recall, the House Judiciary Committee on October 17th sent you a 
request that you apply for an independent counsel, and this was 
after the Hasenfus crash, and you received a letter which was 
signed by a number of members. I was not one of the signatories, 
and you made reference to the fact that I hadn’t signed it, but it 
did reflect what 17 members, a majority of the committee—a ma¬ 
jority of the majority. And the officials named in that letter were 
Oliver North, John Poindexter, and William Casey, and this is ex¬ 
hibit 13 if you want to see that letter just to call it to your atten¬ 
tion. That is the letter. It is exhibit 13. And I don’t think there is 
any need to go into that letter. It is a lengthy letter. 

And then the C-13 which crashed was linked to Southern Air 
Transport and that is reflect in exhibit—I think it is exhibit 12. 
And what I want to call to your attention is that on or about Octo¬ 
ber 30th, 1986, you received a call from Admiral Poindexter to 
delay the investigation because Southern Air Transport was in¬ 
volved in the Iran arms sales, and John Poindexter made that re¬ 
quest to delay that investigation. 

I'm a little puzzled, because Poindexter was named in that letter, 
and possibly a subject of any investigation that you might conduct, 
and I understand that there was a delay, and of course some rea¬ 
sons were recited. 

My question is, is this something that would be done under ordi¬ 
nary circumstances? An individual is named in a letter, could be 
the subject of a possible investigation, and yet a request is made to 
you and you delay the investigation for a period of days. You did 
resume it later on. 

Attorney General Meese. He was not a subject of the investiga¬ 
tion at that time. Indeed- 

Mr. Rodino. No, he was the subject of the letter which was writ¬ 
ten to you, which could have, if there had been any basis, which 
could have led to an application for independent counsel. That was 
the request. 

Attorney General Meese. Possibly. I mean that was the request. 
But at that time we had looked into the letter and the letter con¬ 
tained no real evidence and at that time we had requested from 
Mr. Conyers any evidence they might have that would enable us to 
even conduct the initial investigation. 

Mr. Rodino. Well, had you, Mr. Attorney General— I am not 
clear on this. Had you delayed the investigation—ordered it de¬ 
layed— 

Attorney General Meese. No, no. 

Mr. Rodino.— the investigation before you received that, be¬ 
cause— 
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Attorney General Meese. No, no. 

Mr. Rodino. —I am not aware of that exchange between you and 
Chairman Conyers. 

Attorney General Meese. It was an exchange between the head 
of our Legislative Affairs Office and Mr. Conyers saying that we 
would request that whatever information they have that might be 
helpful be provided to us, but beyond that, to—at my knowledge at 
that time and in fact the fact was that Admiral Poindexter was not 
the subject of any investigation. 

Mr. Rodino. Well, what you are saying is that you requested that 
Mr. Conyers and the committee furnish you with whatever infor¬ 
mation there might be, but the request was to the Attorney Gener¬ 
al, the Department of Justice, to inquire into this matter. 

Wasn’t it your responsibility to do so? 

Attorney General Meese. And indeed our people did, and they 
were inquiring into the matter, but anytime we get something like 
this, we want to know what the basis is, and I think it was the feel¬ 
ing of our people who were looking into it that there was inad¬ 
equate basis in the letter- 

Mr. Rodino. Was that the reason for the delay, was that the 
reason for your ordering the- 

Attorney General Meese. No, no. That had nothing to do with it. 
What I am saying is there was no active investigation in which Ad¬ 
miral Poindexter was the subject at the time that he called me. 

Mr. Rodino. Mr. Attorney General, on November 2lst, you met 
with the President, Don Regan, and Admiral Poindexter at 11:30 in 
the morning, and you were directed by the President at that time 
to conduct a factfinding inquiry, get to the bottom of this. 

Admiral Poindexter has testified that later that day after being 
advised by you that the Justice Department was going to be coming 
to the NSC offices, he destroyed the December 1985 Finding signed 
by the President and some other documents. 

Now, frankly, of course, I don’t understand why the admiral de¬ 
stroyed that document. Of course, and the reason why I ask that is 
because you had been with the President and Don Regan and you 
talked about fact finding and undoubtedly the President told you to 
get at the bottom of this and conduct this fact finding. 

Yet, we have got Admiral Poindexter going right back and de¬ 
stroying this document, this very significant document. 

Any reason for that? 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t understand it either. 

Mr. Rodino. Well, Admiral Poindexter did in testifying before 
the committee, said that he took it upon himself because he consid¬ 
ered that it might be politically embarrassing to the President. 

These matters would then be revealed and it would be shown 
that the President might have been doing something contrary to 
often-stated policies that he had been against. 

And my question, since he said he wanted to save him from polit¬ 
ical embarrassment, was there any discussion that day when you 
were talking with the President about anything that might come 
up which might be embarrassing? 

Attorney General Meese. There certainly was no discussion 
about anything coming up that would be politically embarrassing. 
The only thing the President said that might even be related was. 
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“If you find anything wrong at all, we want to be sure to get it 
out” 

Mr. Rodino. And yet Admiral Poindexter, who had this very sig¬ 
nificant document, notwithstanding all of this, does go back and de¬ 
stroys a very significant document, and, of course, you and I don’t 
know the reason for it? Is that correct? 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t know the reason. You’ve lis¬ 
tened to his testimony and presumably he gave reasons here. 

Mr. Rodino. Well, he stated that it was to spare the President 
any political embarrassment, so he made that decision. 

And, of course, that is what we have to stand by, stand on. 

Let me ask you one other question, Mr. Attorney General, con¬ 
cerning the—concerning some of the letters that were sent out. 
You learned of the diversion memorandum on November 22d. 

On November 24th, according to your testimony, you asked 
Cooper to do a preliminary review of possible criminal issues and 
then on November 25th, >ou began a criminal inquiry. 

I want to ask why were letters not sent to the White House, the 
CIA, and other agencies asking them then to segregate and pre¬ 
serve relevant documents? 

Why weren’t they sent until November the 28th, 6 days later, ac¬ 
tually? And that November 28th, I might tell you, happens to be a 
Friday, which certainly would give any person who is interested in 
knowing that these requests were going to be made, giving them an 
opportunity to destroy those documents. 

Now why the delay? 

Attorney General Meese. Mr. Rodino, first of all, as far as the 
White House documents and the NSC documents, a request for 
those to be sealed and preserved was sent on the 25th, as soon as 
the criminal investigation was started. Telephonic direction was 
sent then. I don’t know any reason for the delay other than that in 
the normal process of this getting started, I think the 27th was 
Thanksgiving holiday. 

The Criminal Division started on the 25th. It was the 26th by the 
time they probably got their investigative plan going. 

I imagine that is the reason why an additional day was involved. 

Mr. Rodino. I think to be fair to you, I am going to point out 
that I think those letters, some of those letters had been prepared, 
but somebody just goofed and didn’t send them out for a couple of 
days. 

Attorney General Meese. That I can’t tell you because I don’t 
know anything about the preparation or the dispatch of those let¬ 
ters. 

Mr. Rodino. Let me ask you a final question, Mr. Attorney Gen¬ 
eral. You talked a while ago about Poindexter and we have heard 
that you felt it was unnecessary to ask him anything further be¬ 
cause you heard all that you needed to know apparently, and I am 
wondering, however—and I am going to refer you to your exhibit 
no. 42, I am wondering, however, in looking at exhibit no. 42, 
which is a list of the interviews that you were going to conduct, 
and you have Mr. McFarlane, Mr. Shultz, Mr. North, Mr. McMa¬ 
hon, Mr. Sporkin, CIA Associate Deputy Director for Operations, 
Mr. Thompson, Secretary Weinberger, the '/ice President, Deputy 
General Counsel CIA of Operations, and then another CIA. 
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But there is no mention of Admiral Poindexter and there is no 
mention of Director Casey. 

Attorney General Meese. No. There is also no mention of Don 
Regan, no mention of the President on there. But I think that 
these were people that undoubtedly would have been talked to as 
well. 

Mr. Rodino. Well, I don’t have any further questions, Mr. Attor¬ 
ney General. Just let me say in closing that I recognize that a good 
many of us, of course, have been puzzled by the manner in which 
this whole matter has been handled. 

Of course, you have come before us and you have explained and 
some of us, of course, will still have questions. 

I wonder whether or not considering the fact that the President’s 
credibility as the polls indicate has been damaged, why some of 
those key questions weren’t really asked in order that maybe this 
matter might have been disposed of way back then right after No¬ 
vember the 25th, after you had conducted your inquiry, if those key 
questions had been asked. 

I think that regrettably the issue that is going to remain in the 
minds of many is just that: why weren’t key questions asked? 

Attorney General Meese. Mr. Rodino, the key questions were 
asked. As I testified here innumerable times, the questions were 
asked who knew about this. The answers were given by Mr.—by 
Colonel North that the three people who knew about it were Mr. 
McFarlane, himself, and Mr. Poindexter. 

The question was asked of Mr.—of Admiral Poindexter, did he 
know about it. He said yes, which confirmed what Mr. North had 
told us. Colonel North had told us. We asked the—Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter whether he told anyone else in the White House. He said 
no. 

All of the things that were the key questions, as you call them, 
were all answered in the course of our weekend factfinding inquiry 
and all of those answers have stood right down to today. 

Mr. Rodino. Well, thank you. 

Attorney General Meese. Thank you. 

Chairman Hamilton. Mr. McCollum is recognized. He has 30 
minutes reserved. 

Mr. McCollum. Mr. Chairman, thank you. I certainly hope I 
don’t use the 30 minutes. 

I know, Mr. Attorney General, you should be aware that you are 
setting the record. And I hope it is the final record, as a matter of 
fact, for the lateness of the hour at which our hearings have been 
conducted in public session. We appreciate very much your endur¬ 
ing this with us. 

I want to just clarify a couple of things since you and I last 
talked earlier yesterday. 

One of the points that was just raised with you regarding your 
meeting with Secretary Shultz on the morning of the 22d con¬ 
cerned the whole issue of what Secretary Shultz might have con¬ 
veyed to you about the idea of a connection, putting sort of a bug 
in your ear between the Iranian initiative and the Contra thing. 
You very adequately, I think, explained that the Southern Air 
Transport subject really never came up. I think Mr. Sofaer later 
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discussed it with Mr. Cooper at some -length a couple of nights 
later. 

I think there is another point. Sometimes we pound on these 
days, the 21st, the 22d, the 23d, the 4 or 5 days you were involved 
in this. This was Saturday the 22d, this was the day that you found 
the diversion memo. It was just a few hours after this meeting with 
Secretary Shultz where he might have made that comment that 
you didn't draw a connection from but could have, iust a few hours 
later you learned of the diversion memo, because Mr. Reynolds had 
found it. So frankly I don’t know if you see it the way I do. Even if 
you missed something Secretary Shultz was trying to give you, it 
really wasn’t material to this whole thing in the end. You found 
out about the diversion and the connection anyway, right? 

Attorney General Meese. That’s correct. But I think—and I 
agree with you, that what Secretary Shultz was telling me had 
nothing to do with any actual connection between the two but 
rather that our enemies, as he called them, or as at least Mr. Hill’s 
notes call them, on the Hill, those who were opposed to the admin¬ 
istration policy might try to take two unrelated subjects and use 
them, what had happened in the two, to hurt us. 

In other words, the Iranian initiative Secretary Shultz viewed as 
a very bad thing as we all know from his testimony, and he felt 
that there might be some spillover from that of the natural—what 
we viewed as the natural antagonism on the Hill for that might 
hurt us in what he was trying to achieve, which was assistance to 
the freedom fighters. 

Mr. McCollum. So he wasn’t conveying to you an impression of 
the connection for the purposes of any suspicious activity. It was 
an entirely different thrust. Even, as I said, even had it been other¬ 
wise and the bell had gone off, it didn’t matter, it was only 6 hours 
before you found out about the diversion or something like that. 

Let me relate one other thing that came up in your questioning 
by Mr. Rodino. I would like you to refer back to this. This is the 
testimony of Mr. Webster in his confirmation hearings. You had 
that a minute ago. Could you pull that back out again, please, Mr. 
General? 

I think this issue is interesting. There is no question that your 
discussion with Mr. Webster about this subject was a fairly short 
period of time. But I don’t think we ought to let the record go with¬ 
out having it very clear as to precisely what Mr. Webster was 
thinking about in connection with this, whether it was over a 
minute or two or whatever in your discussion. 

If you have that in front of you now, if you would turn to these 
pages I have in front of me, starting on page 39. If you would turn 
to page 40. You mentioned on page 40 of that where Judge Webster 
said, “Neither of us saw this as a criminal inquiry,” down around 
line 16. I would like for you to read for us and for anyone else who 
is observing and listening to this, line 25 on page 40 through line 
13 on page 41—do you see what I’m talking about? It says, “you 
can always . . .” Would you read what Judge Webster said to the 
Intelligence Committee reviewing his confirmation on this subject? 
Just that paragraph. 

Attorney General Meese. He said, “You can always look back 
and ask in light of what transpired, could the FBI agents have 
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done a better job of conducting such an inquiry or looking for ma- - 
terials. I don’t think we are in a position yet to know really the 
answers to that question. There is also the downside of sending FBI 
agents into the White House when there is no known criminal ac¬ 
tivity to investigate. So you can see—sure, maybe we knew better 
how to ask the questions or maybe we knew better how to do some¬ 
thing else, but it was not a criminal inquiry. The Attorney General 
took his own group of experienced attorneys from the Department 
of Justice, and I am just not able to say that in hindsight we could 
have done a better job than they did.” 

Mr. McCollum. Thank you very much for reading that, Mr. 
Meese. 

I would like to ask unanimous consent, Mr. Chairman, to intro¬ 
duce into our record the pages from that testimony that were cov¬ 
ered by myself and Mr. Rodino and the Attorney General, pages 39 
through 43 that I have here, the testimony of April 8, 1987. 

Mr. Rodino. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCollum. I will be glad to. 

Mr. Rodino. I hadn’t made that request, and I ask the same 
unanimous consent request. 

Chairman Hamilton. Without objection, so ordered. 

Mr. McCollum. Thank you. Let me turn to an entirely unrelated 
matter. 

Yesterday, you testified before us at some length, and I was a 
little surprised this morning to learn from reading the Washington 
Post that you testified, according to them, yesterday that in your 
opinion, the National Security Council was covered by the Boland 
Amendment. I didn’t hear that yesterday. I wondered if you could 
tell us, did you testify to that? Is that your opinion? 

Attorney General Meese. I don’t believe that I did. That’s not my 
opinion. I don’t believe that I testified about—on that subject at all. 

I believe I testified that we had never been asked (or an opinion as 
to whether or not the National Security Council staff was covered 
by the Boland Amendment. 

Mr. McCollum. Do you have one, an opinion? 

Attorney General Meese. I have—well, again, it goes back to 
which Boland Amendment. There are five of them. If you are refer¬ 
ring to the period—and again I’d have to look at the actual lan¬ 
guage—let me just say that we have not rendered a formal opinion 
on it. 

Mr. McCollum. I understand. 

Attorney General Meese. And so it would be important to know 
which of the Boland Amendments we are talking about, because 
the language is very important. 

I gave an analysis of some language yesterday in another act in 
which it was the opinion of the Justice Department in a memoran¬ 
dum that I referred to that the National Security Council staff 
would be included under that particular provision. 

Mr. McCollum. That was something else. 

Attorney General Meese. It is my understanding that the Boland 
Amendment has different language which perhaps would not apply 
to the National Security Council staff. 
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Mr. McCollum. Well, I think we can—I don’t have a'l of those 
cites in front of me. 

The more current ones—’84 and ’85 and ’86 would be what we 
would be most interested in. 

Do. you have an opinion that you can give us about any one of 
those? Did one of those not—was not—clearly it was not covering, 
in vour opinion, the National Security Council? 

Attorney General Meese. Just so it is understood, I am not 
giving a definitive legal opinion. 

Mr. McCollum. Understood. 

Attorney General Meese. I believe there is a proper view that 
can be taken of the fiscal year 1986 Boland Amendment which says 
that funds available to the Central Intelligence Agency, the De¬ 
partment of Defense, or any other Agency or entity of the United 
States involved in intelligence activities and so on may be obligated 
only as provided in a certain section of the classified schedule. 

„The phrase “involved entity of the United States involved in in¬ 
telligence activities”—in my opinion, the better view of that would 
be that that would not include the National Security Council staff 
inasmuch as the “agencies involved in intelligence activities” has a 
generally accepted definition in the intelligence community and is 
even deimed in "statute and in executive orders as such agencies as 
the Central Intelligence Agency, the National Security Agency, the 
Defense Intelligence Agency, the offices within the Department of 
Defense for the collection of certain items, the Bureau of Intelli¬ 
gence Research of the Department of State, intelligence elements 
of the Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps, and of the Feder¬ 
al Bureau of Investigation, of the Department of Treasury, and De¬ 
partment of Energy, and also intelligence elements of the Drug En¬ 
forcement Administration. 

So that I think there is a generally accepted view of what are 
entities involved in intelligence activities. That is as opposed to 
what I read yesterday, a separate statute which talks about intelli¬ 
gence activities and intelligence-related activities. 

I think that under the definition that is contained in the Boland 
Amendment, a view, a proper view, could be formed that the Na¬ 
tional Security Council staff would not be included within that def¬ 
inition. 

It is an issue, though, on which reasonable minds might differ. 

Mr. McCollum. I appreciate your clarifying it. 

Fiscal year 1986, the year for which you made that comment to 
us just then of your own opinion and interpretation, is-the most 
pertinent year. That is the year when all this activity took place 
that Colonel North, Admiral Poindexter and everybody else has 
been criticized for. I think that is extremely important at least to 
have on the record, your own opinion—granted you didn’t go it for¬ 
mally. 

Attorney General Meese. I appreciate your correcting the news¬ 
paper account. Because, it is very clear that I did not say that the 
Boland Amendment applies to the National Security Council staff. 
That may be included tomorrow in the corrections page of the 
Washington Post. 

Mr. McCollum. I hope it is at least on the corrections page, if 
not somewhere else. I hope they are still here. I think one night I 
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brought something up, and the reporter said he wasn’t still here.' 
But I think probably they will be for that one. 

Let me ask you about another matter. I think it is important 
that these hearings wind up on a positive note of things that this 
committee can recommend in the way of changes and the way of 
new policy and the way of new legislation if it is appropriate to try 
to further the cause of keeping the type of things from happening 
that we find in this instance did in regard to the Iranian-Contra 
initiative. 

The whole of one area, the Iranian initiative itself, deals with 
hostages, deals with terrorists who took those hostages, deals with 
the testimony we have had over a period of days about the fact 
that there was this matter of the hostages pressing on the mind of 
the President and on everybody’s concern here, and there has been 
a lot of discussion about there not being any real alternatives being 
offered under the arms-for-hostages deal which none of us, certain¬ 
ly in hindsight, nobody I think really thought was such a hot idea. 

But apparently rescuing the hostages wasn’t feasible for one 
reason or the other, according to testimony we have had. It brings 
me to something I think is much more down your alley than the 
abstract or the foreign policy discussions, though you certainly 
have the background to do that. That is the issue of terrorism and 
the law, terrorism in general. I don’t know if you have read it or 
not, but when Admiral Poindexter was testifying he said on the 
way back from Europe, I believe, in May of last year, the President 
had read the book by Benjamin Netanyahu, “Terrorism: How the 
West Can Win.” I don’t know if you have read that book. Have you 
read this book? Do you know what I am talking about? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir. I have the book. I have read at 
least parts of it. 

Mr. McCollum. This gentleman, if anybody doesn’t that, and 
maybe the public does not, is currently an Israeli representative to 
the United Nations. He is a rather famous figure, formerly here in 
Washington with us. It is a highly sensitive book. I think a very 
good discussion in it. At one point in there, he defines it—terrorism 
is the deliberate and systematic murder, maiming, and menacing of 
the innocent to inspire fear for political ends. That is a definition 
from the Jonathan Institute, named after his brother that was 
founded over in Israel. It comes from 1979 I believe. 

The reason I raised it with you is that I remember, because of 
my hat on the Judiciary Committee. We have been trying for some 
time—and you have been trying—to come up with some new laws 
dealing with terrorism and defining terrorism has been pretty 
tough. 

Are you supportive of some law changes in this area that would 
get us into a better position in this country at least to deal with 
terrorism, to redefine that? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, Mr. McCollum, we are. We have 
achieved some new laws that have been helpful. There are others, I 
believe, that we could—that could be enacted which would further 
the cause against terrorism. I am very much impressed with the 
recommendations and the suggestions that Ambassador Netanyahu 
makes in his book. He is a friend of mine, a man I respect greatly, 
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particularly for his knowledge of terrorism. He and I have partici¬ 
pated in a number of seminars and panels together. 

Mr. McCollum. I think this committee would be very apprecia¬ 
tive if before we adjourn, or even afterwards, you could participate 
in any kind of suggestions or have your department do that to us 
on any way that we could recommend. We cannot enact legislation, 
but we can recommend it. We are going to be deliberating it. If you 
wouldn’t mind sending it up here, I think all of us would appreci¬ 
ate it. 

I have another book that I would like to recommend that people 
read. It’s called, “The War Against the Terrorists: How to Win It,” 
by Gavle Rivers. And this particular book is a book that is written 
by a fellow who was engaged in antiterrorist activities. I am not 
going to do a book review, but he explains in that book about how 
we got real problems in conducting antiterrorist activities because 
we don’t take the steps that others have taken in the past to get 
tough in preemptive ways in dealing with terrorists. That is a lot 
about the same type of thing Netanyahu suggests in his book. 

The point of that is I am disturbed by something I want to call to 
your attention. It is a provision in an Executive order we have 
been talking about for some time. It is Executive Order 12333. That 
has been brought up here in this series of hearings a number of 
times, in fact, earlier today with vou. Under a section of that, 2.11, 
there is the language that reads ^Prohibition on Assassination. No 
person employed by or acting on behalf of the U.S. Government 
shall engage in or conspire to engage in assassination.” 

On the surface of that, that sounds like something everybody 
would support. It is in that Executive order. I am concerned about 
its application, though, because of the very nature of terrorism and 
whether it is not a problem for us. I don’t expect a definitive opin¬ 
ion out of you this evening, but I want to ask a question or two. 

In your judgment, Mr. Attorney General, does that Executive 
order prohibition—do you have a copy of that? Are you familiar 
with that? 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, I do. I have it, and I am familiar 
with it. 

Mr. McCollum. Does that apply in wartime to our military? 

Attorney General Meese. I believe that it would apply in the 
sense of—and again I would have to look at the entire context and 
1 don't view this as a legal opinion. 

Mr. McCollum. I understand, I wouldn’t hold you to it. 

Attorney General Meese. I would apply—I would expect that it 
would apply in general in a wartime situation as well as otherwise. 
I would also say that an act of war properly declared by the Con¬ 
gress would not be considered assassination, in other words, the 
killing of a person, an enemy, would not be viewed as assassination 
and come within the prohibition here. 

Mr. McCollum. But it does apply to military personnel by its 
very broad definition, doesn’t it? It would include the defense intel¬ 
ligence agents and military personnel at least in peacetime, 
wouldn’t it? 

Attorney General Me- se. In my opinion it would, yes, but in my 
opinion an act against a hostile power would not come w’tbin the 
definition of assassinatin' : ' ‘he !e r al <*e;- se. 
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Mr. McCollum. Let’s talk for a minute about something more 
specific that bothers me because I do think we have a war on ter¬ 
rorism, and it’s always questioned legally, a war if we declare it is 
pretty well defined, but a war on terrorism is like the war on 
drugs, is kind of a logo. It doesn’t have a real good legal definition. 

If you are talking about a preemptive effort against terrorists, 
you are talking not just about something like with a country. If 
you are listening to Netanyahu’s definition, you are talking not 
about another country, but probably about individuals out there as 
we have seen in the Middle East who take our hostages to do 
things. 

Does the language in this Executive order prohibit the President 
from sending in or prohibit our military or anyone else from going 
in in a preemptive manner against a terrorist—a known terrorist 
group, and if you will, eliminating them if it is not another govern¬ 
ment? 

Attorney General Meese. Mr. McCollum, it certainly has not pro¬ 
hibited or prevented the President from taking appropriate action 
against terrorists in regard to the Libyan action that was taken, 
for example, and to the best of my knowledge this has never been a 
hindrance to taking appropriate action against actual terrorists. 

If there were a problem with it, then we would discuss perhaps 
amendment of the Executive order. 

Mr. McCollum. The President can do that without our interven¬ 
tion, I know, if he has to. One last thing on the—this is what really 
bothers me; it has come to my attention, and I would appreciate if 
you would check into it in your own way and so forth, that there 
are some in our government offices who have been very restrained 
about even giving assistance to other governments in certain areas 
because of the fear that this would be violated by the activities of 
the other governments who are fighting terrorism. Again, all I can 
do is ask that you look into it. 

It is on its face something we would all support in general, but 
when it comes to how broadly it is interpretea in terms of fighting 
terrorism it could present problems as I see it. If you have any 
thoughts about it, please give them to us. 

Attorney General Meese. Mr. McCollum, I think that the prohi¬ 
bition against assassination is a very important part of our general 
application of human rights policies and of maintaining a high 
moral ground, even in the battle against terrorism. 

I do not believe that it has been a hindrance to our country in 
taking proper and appropriate actions and indeed it, I think, 
squares with the concepts in Ambassador Netanyahu’s book where 
he talks about inflicting violence upon, in effect, civilians, innocent 
people. 

I think that appropriate measures can be taken to apprehend or 
to cope with terrorists without in any way running afoul of this 
paiticular provision in the Executive order. 

Mr. McCollum. Mr. Attorney General, I respect that as a lawyer 
as somebody who has wrestled with this, I would have to agree 
morally and in many ways that is true. 

I have a question of where the moral line is drawn on terrorism 
in my own mind. I am not advocating assassination, but I am won¬ 
dering if we are not overly interpreting that out or having some of 
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our people do it more broadly than it should be out of fear of vio¬ 
lating it. That is really my concern. 

Let me raise one other subject with you. One last subject and 
that’s the question of leaks. We have discussed leaks for a long 
time in this hearing and I have looked at and several of us have 
looked at the laws regarding the crimes that are on the books now 
for somebody who discloses or releases sensitive information. 

My understanding is that Mr. Casey, some years ago, sent up to 
the Hill some proposed revisions in the law that would close down 
some loopholes and would indeed make it a much tougher thing to 
defend against if somebody leaked sensitive and classified informa¬ 
tion if especially they were officials or employees of the Federal 
Government. 

Several of us—I am going to introduce a bill tomorrow—several 
of us have gotten together on an idea that is not perfect by any 
means, and I am hopeful that, whether it is that or some other leg¬ 
islative version, that our committee will recommend some legisla¬ 
tion to batten down the hatches, so to speak, on this whole issue of 
leaks. 

Do they concern you in general within the administration as 
much as they seem to concern other people who have been before 
us? 

Attorney General Meesk. Mr. McCollum, I am very much con¬ 
cerned about the unauthorized disclosure of classified information 
which you refer to in generic terms as leaks. I think we have a se¬ 
rious problem. I think there are a number of things that ought to 
happen. 

First of all, I think we have far too much classified information. I 
have talked about that for the entire 7 years I have been in Wash¬ 
ington. 

Too many things are classified. As a result, nobody pays much at¬ 
tention to classified information in some circles. I am not saying 
that that is true of the committee, certainly, or the Intelligence 
Committees, but it to me is a veiy bothersome thing that we have 
so much classified information or that so much information is 
classified. 

Secondly, I think too many people have access to classified infor¬ 
mation and if there were less of it, we wouldn’t need as many 
people given access to it. 

Thirdly, I think the things that really ought to be classified, 
those things that seriously would affect the vital national interests 
of the United States if they were revealed should have a very high 
degree of protection and a very high degree of penalty for those 
who permit or participate in unauthorized disclosures. 

So I think the kinds of steps that you are suggesting along with 
those that I have mentioned here would be very important and 
verv valuable as far as taking what really needs to be secret and 
making sure that that is a limited quantity of material and that it 
is properly protected. 

I agree with you entirely. 

Mr. McCollum. The bill I am going to introduce tomorrow is cer¬ 
tainly not perfect, and I hope and in fact I invite any of my col¬ 
leagues to join in cosponsoring it. It’s going to be perfected—we’re 
going to need to do a lot, it is just a working product for discussion. 
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We would appreciate it—I would appreciate it if you would not 
only comment on it, but get your staff to help us work on it to 
make sure that we do a good job in whatever we recommend in the 
end, assuming that we do. 

Would you be willing to do that? 

Attorney General Meese. I would be happy to do that. 

Mr. McCollum. When I got done talking with you yesterday, I 
got all kinds of calls in my office about fly specking, people want¬ 
ing to know what in the world that was. I really didn’t realize how 
long it had been since lawyers gave legal opinions—title opinions 
on real property and house closings. They all give insurance—you 
get title insurance if you buy a home now. But that old archaic 
word, now I guess archaic, in the law provision dealt with looking 
at the minutia. 

Some lawyer found in a title opinion that the period wasn’t there 
or the Mr. was left off, it wasn’t carried on to the next deed, and he 
could, if he wanted to, raise all kinds of problems for people. 

But in reality those things are easily cleared up and you just had 
to go back into court and file another paper and get rid of it. 

I meant it then and I mean it now, it seems to me despite all of 
these hours you have spent with us till after 8 o’clock today and all 
day yesterday, and while you have done a good job, I think of help¬ 
ing us in many ways, when it is all said and done, there has been 
very little other than fly specking in the way of criticism that has 
been found or fault that has been found with you and what your 
staff did in working on whatever you call it, fact finding or investi¬ 
gation over those 4 or 5 days of November 20th through the 25th. 

While we may all look back in 40-40 hindsight, I think it is a lot 
like Judge Webster said when you read from what he was testify¬ 
ing before the Intelligence Committee in his confirmation hearings, 
that we just simply might do it differently, but it is unlikely we 
would have done it very differently, and you did one darn good job 
as far as this member is concerned and I think I speak for most of 
the panel. 

We appreciate very much your coming up here. Thank you very 
much. 

Attorney General Meese. Thank you, Mr. McCollum. 

Mr. McCollum. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Inouye. Thank you very much Congressman. Mr. At¬ 
torney General, originally I had intended to yield the balance of 
my time to Mr. Thomas McGough, committee counsel. I have asked 
him to submit to you questions, which I felt would clear the air 
and give you an opportunity to take a cloud which is presently, I 
believe, resting over your head. However, I have decided to, after 
listening to some of your responses, to ask a few questions myself, 
so I will just ask Mr. McGough to submit to you questions for your 
response in writing, but if you may, Mr. McGough, can you just de¬ 
scribe the questions or the nature of the questions to the Attorney 
General? 

Mr. McGough. General Meese, we were going to explore for a 
few minutes the allegations that have been made about interfer¬ 
ence or attempt to deflect or stall criminal investigations in the 
Southern District of Florida that have been reported in the press. 
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We were going to go through a few of those. But if we have addi¬ 
tional questions on that, I will submit them to you. 

Attorney General Meese. I understand that that matter has been 
thoroughly cleared up by depositions that have been received from 
the attorneys and it is proved conclusively that any such allega¬ 
tions are false. I understand that there is depositions to that effect, 
and if you wish to make them public, I would certainly encourage 
that. 

Mr. McGough. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Inouye. Than*' you. 

Mr. Attorney General, I must say that I was a bit surprised and 
quite distressed with your response to questions asked by Mr. 
McCollum. 

As the chief law enforcement officer of the United States, are 
you suggesting, or is it your opinion that once the 1986 Boland 
Amendment was passed, setting forth certain activities that are 
forbidden to the CIA, the NSA and others, that the NSC could have 
assumed these forbidden functions without violating the law? 

Attorney General Meese. Mr. Chairman, the question was direct¬ 
ed to me as to whether the Boland Amendment applied to the NSC 
staff. I indicated that this was an issue on which we had not ren¬ 
dered an opinion in the Justice Department. I also indicated that if 
you look at the language, it is possible to make a strong case for 
the fact that the Boland Amendment does not apply to the NSC 
staff. 

Whether it would be wise for the NSC staff to pursue things 
which were forbidden, as you call it, to the CIA and other entities 
of government is a question of policy rather than of law. 

But if the Boland Amendment does not apply to the NSC staff, 
then they would not be included within the prohibitions. 

Chairman Inouye. Are you telling us that the staff of the Na¬ 
tional Security Council can carry out functions that are forbidden 
to the CIA without evading the laws of the land of the United 
States? 

Attorney General Meese. If the law doesn’t apply to them, then 
they can without violating the law, obviously. That’s a tautology. 
And when I say the law doesn’t apply to them, the law by its lan¬ 
guage does not include them. 

Chairman Inouye. But if an agent of the CIA carried it out, that 
would have been a violation of the law? 

Attorney General Meese. Because the law applies to the CIA by 
its very terms. But the law by its terms only applies to the CIA, I 
believe the Defense Department and entities of the Government in¬ 
volved in intelligence activities. Normally, under the list that I 
read to you, that is not normally deemed to include the National 
Security Council staff. 

Chairman Inouye. Even if they carried out intelligence activities, 
covert activities? 

Attorney General Meese. It would depend again on the circum¬ 
stances. It is a hypothetical question. But by the language there I 
think a good case can be made that Congress in its enactment of 
that law did not include the National Security Council staff within 
the purview of the agencies that are listed in that section as in¬ 
volved in the prohibition. 
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Chairman Inouye. Did not Mr. McFarlane, when he was the di¬ 
rector of the Agency, communicate by letter with Mr. Hamilton, 
chairman of the Intelligence Committee, to the effect that the 
Boland Amendment did apply to the National Security Council? 

Attorney General Meese. Again, I don’t know, because I don’t 
know the letter, I don’t know which Boland Amendment. Remem¬ 
ber, we are talking about five different Boland Amendments. 

Chairman Inouye. In other words, from what you are telling me, 
employees of the Department of Agriculture could have done the 
same thing without evading the law. 

Attorney General Meese. I think that it is entirely possible- 

Chairman Inouye. To carry out covert activities? 

Attorney General Meese. That, as the law is written here, where 
it says funds available to the Central Intelligence Agency, the De¬ 
partment of Defense or any other agency or entity of tne United 
States involved in intelligence activities maybe obligated and ex¬ 
pended only as authorized in specific sections. Now, as I read that, 
as I said earlier, a strong case can be made, I think, that that does 
not apply to the Agriculture Department, that it doesn’t apply to 
Health and Human Services and a number of other entities which 
are not involved in intelligence activities. 

Chairman Inouye. But if some agent of the Department of Agri¬ 
culture involved himself, with the approval of the President, in 
some covert activity, would that law apply to him? 

Attorney General Meese. By its language it does not appear to. 

Chairman Inouye. Then the Boland Amendment can be evaded 
very easily. 

Attorney General Meese. I don't think it would be an evasion if 
the law itself doesn't apply to a particular entity. It certainly 
would not be an evasion. 

M Mitchell. Mr. Chairman, I would like to state I know that 
has been the subject of a lot of discussion and debate, and I don’t 
want to attempt to debate it with the Attorney General. I merely 
wanted to state that there is another point of view- 

Attorney General Meese. Yes, sir, and I acknowledged that earli¬ 
er. 

Mr. Mitchell. —which is that the Boland Amendment pro¬ 
scribes certain activities by persons in two categories. The first is 
those identified by name of agency, and there are two, and the 
other is by activity, those engaged in intelligence activities. 

I believe the point the chairman is making, to which I subscribe 
but which I recognize is not—not everyone agrees to, is that if an 
official of the United States is in fact engaged in intelligence activi¬ 
ties, then that person is covered by the act regardless of which 
agency he happens to be working for or whose payroll he’s on. 

Now, I am not asking you to agree or disagree with that, but I 
personally feel any other interpretation of the law, such as the one 
you have made, would not be accepted by any court because it 
would render the law meaningless, and I believe it is a fundamen¬ 
tal principlt of construction by the courts that they will not accept 
a construction which renders a law meaningless, because the inter¬ 
pretation you provided would mean that all that would have to be 
done would be for, to circumvent the law, would be for the Presi¬ 
dent or the Director of the CIA to say to half a dozen people who 
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are engaged in such activities which the law intended them not to 
engage in, say, “You go over and sit in the Agriculture Depart¬ 
ment, put yourself on the Agriculture Department payroll, contin¬ 
ue to do the activities which you are now doing, and you will then 
not be covered by the law.” 

I think that it is a matter of interpretation. You have expressed 
one view. I think it is important that it be clear that there is an¬ 
other point of view on that which says essentially and I repeat 
myself now that the coverage is defined not only by name of 
agency but by activity, and a person cannot evade it by moving 
from one agency to another and still engage in the proscribed ac¬ 
tivity. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Boland. Would the chairman yield? 

Chairman Inouye. Be happy to. 

Mr. Boland. Mr. Chairman, I guess this has been my baby, and 
all through these hearings we have been hearing about it, and we 
have constantly heard witnesses before this committee testify to 
the confusion, the ambiguity of the Boland Amendments. There 
have been, as the Attorney General has said, a few of them, but 
there are really only two—there are really only two that are impor¬ 
tant, and that is Boland Number 3, section 8 O 06 , the Department of 
Defense Appropriation Act for fiscal year 1985, and this is where 
the full prohibition is on support for military activity. Very simple 
and very clear, and that was in effect from October 1st of 1984 
through December 19th of 1985, and let me read it. You have read 
it, and there has been a reference to it. Let me read it in full. 

“During fiscal year 1985 no funds available to the Central Intelli¬ 
gence Agency, the Department of Defense or any other agency or 
entity of the United States involved in intelligence activities may 
be obligated or expended for the purpose or which would have the 
effect of supporting directly or indirectly military or paramilitary 
operations in Nicaragua by any nation, group, organization, move¬ 
ment or individual.” That is the effective full prohibition Boland 
number 3. 

Let me go to Boland number 4. Boland number 4 is section 105 of 
the Intelligence Authorization Act for 1986. It permitted humani¬ 
tarian aid, communications support, intelligence sharing, infra¬ 
structure expenditure, but no expenditure for lethal equipment. It 
did permit the exchange of intelligence information, communica¬ 
tion equipment, infrastructure support.. It was clear from the 
debate on the Floor that it would not permit military equipment, 
very clear. 

And let me now read from Executive order—I presume an Execu¬ 
tive order is the law of the land until it’s overturned or until some 
other law is passed or until it expires. This was signed by the Presi¬ 
dent on December 4, 1981. Let me read the purpose—the purpose of 
the National Security Council, which was established by the Na¬ 
tional Security Act of 1947, “is to advise the President with respect 
to the integration of domestic, foreign and military policies relating 
to the national security. The National Security Council, the NSC, 
shall act as the highest executive branch entity that provides 
review of, guidance for and direction to the conduct of all national 
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foreign intelligence, counterintelligence and special activities and 
attendant policies and programs.” 

I take “direction” to mean more than just a supervision, more 
than a coordination. 1 take it to mean a direction and a special ac¬ 
tivity in which the NSC might very well become involved, and this 
was a special activity, this covert action was a special activity, run 
completely and almost solely by the National Security Council. 

Is there any question about that? Incidentally, the National Se¬ 
curity Adviser, one of them, indicated that the Boland Amendment 
did apply to the NSC, and so did a former Director of the CIA, Ad¬ 
miral Turner. I know there have been opinions on both sides of this 
question, but this is very plain English, both the language of the 
Boland Amendments, the two that are important, and also the lan¬ 
guage of the Executive order that was signed by President Reagan 
on December 4, 1981. So you can have your opinion on whether or 
not the NSC is engaged in intelligence activity, but clearly, clearly 
the purpose, as outlined in the Executive order, clearly indicates 
that the NSC does engage in intelligence activity and is an entity 
of intelligence. 

Chairman Inouye. Senator Rudman. 

Attorney General Meese. Mr. Boland, if I could say this, I feel I 
have gotten in the middle of an internecine warfare here. It is per¬ 
sonally my view that the NSC staff should not be involved in intel¬ 
ligence activities. Direction, coordination, tasking those kinds of 
things are a proper role, but I think one of the problems that we 
have had here that you have been discussing is the NSC staff get¬ 
ting involved in either intelligence or operations, and that is some¬ 
thing I would not recommend. 

Mr. Boland. Mr. Attorney General, if the administration was so 
unhappy with the Boland Amendments, why did it not suggest ve¬ 
toing the bill in which the first Boland Amendment was contained, 
the continuing resolution? 

Attorney General Meese. Mr. Boland, I have not indicated frank¬ 
ly a policy position one way or the other on the Boland Amend¬ 
ments. This is something I have not been asked my opinion on by 
anyone in the administration, as I mentioned earlier. 

Mr. Boland. You are the chief law enforcer of the United States, 
you interpret the law for the administration that is in power, you 
j nte rpret the law for the President or any of the departments and 
Urgencies that look for an opinion from you, do you not? 

Attorney General Meese. Certainly we do and as I was- 

Mr. Boland. Were you ever asked for an opinion on this amend¬ 
ment— 

Attorney General Meese. No, sir. 

Mr. Boland, —or the Intelligence Authorization Act? 

Attorney General Meese. I am not sure about the Intelligence 
Authorization Act. We’ve never been asked for an opinion that I 
know of on the Boland Amendment, on what you read. On the 
other hand, I do think that it is proper to have the President have 
the opportunity to veto or approve such a bill, and that is why I 
think that it should not be attached to an appropriations measure, 
but rather should be sent as a free-standing bill to the President so 
he can act on it and not have it as part of a continuing resolution 
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in an appropriations bill or something else in which he cannot 
really exercise his free unfettered judgment. 

I would certainly think that would be an excellent suggestion 
that I would offer to this committee, that measures such as this be 
sent to the President as free-standing bills so that he can give it his 
unfettered judgment. 

Mr. Boland. Well, the President took the opportunity to veto a 
continuing resolution back in 1981, and his reason for that was 
that there was too much spending in the CR. He could have easily 
vetoed the Appropriations Act for 1984 in which the Boland 
Amendment was contained, but he sought not to do so. 

Chairman Inouye. Senator Rudman. 

Mr. Rudman. Mr. Chairman, I don’t think we ought to end quite 
on this note, and the Attorney General, I think, came close to an¬ 
swering a question that I was going to ask but I think I will ask it 
another wav. 

The whole argument of the Boland Amendment really would 
make a great Bar exam question, but we are not talking about Bar 
exams, and the point I want to make. Mr. Attorney General, I 
assume you would agree with me from what you said a few mo¬ 
ments ago that other than looking at the strict structure of a par¬ 
ticular statute passed by the Congress, that when you look at the 
intent of the Congress you have to deal in good faith with that 
intent. Is that not so? 

Attorney General Meese. That’s correct, Senator. 

Mr. Rudman. I assume that so we don’t leave here with a story 
appearing stating something that you don't believe, your opinion 
on Boland is your opinion. You probably get a hundred lawyers, 
you might get eighty opinions. 

But the point I want to make is that certainly you would not ad¬ 
vocate trying to evade or avoid the impact of a law by the kind of 
means that some have suggested could be carried out, such as put¬ 
ting it in the Department of Agriculture or the DEA or whatever. 

You certainly—that is not a policy you, as the Attorney General, 
would advise, I assume? 

Attorney General Meese. Absolutely not, and furthermore, as I 
said earlier, this is something on which we have not rendered an 
opinion, and I have not rendered an opinion, and I was answering 
a specific question, and the real answer is that 1 did not say yester¬ 
day that the Boland Amendment applies to the NSC staff, nor have 
we rendered an opinion on the subject. 

I was asked whether you could make a case that it did not apply. 
I think you can make a case that it did not apply. 

As Senator Mitchell says, you can also make a case that it does 
apply. 

Mr. Rudman. That’s a whole separate issue. 

Attorney General Meese. This is a whole hypothetical situation 
which I think really is, if I might be permitted an observation, is 
probably wasting the time of this committee at this point. 

Mr. Rudman. Well, I would expect so, but 1 don t think the 
record ought to indicate that you are advocating subtie avoidance 
or evasion of the law by reading statutes so closely and so carefully 
that we find ways to frustrate what is the obvious intent of any 
.mendment be it Boland or anything else 
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Attorney General Meese. I have indicated that is correct—that is 
my view, that we should not be trying by unusual techniques or 
tricks to evade the intent of Congress, just as I feel that the Presi¬ 
dent ought to have the opportunity to approve or veto these meas¬ 
ures on their own merits and not as a part of a lot of omnibus leg¬ 
islation. 

Chairman Inouye. Mr. Attorney General, I have one other 
matter that has bothered me in listening to your responses. 

You spoke very eloquently and very charitably about Admiral 
Poindexter and Colonel North and their military records. You sug¬ 
gested that if the Admiral had not taken the assignment in the Na¬ 
tional Security Council, he would have very likely have been a top 
candidate for the Chief of Naval Operations. And then you spoke of 
Colonel North’s courageous battle records in Vietnam. 

I hope that, as the chief law enforcement officer of the United 
States, you are not suggesting to us that persons with good military 
records be exempt from laws relating to lying to the Attorney Gen¬ 
eral or lying to the Congress. 

Should they be exempt? 

Attorney General Meese. No, sir. No one should be exempt for 
any of their acts. 

What I said earlier—and I think it is important that it not be 
taken out of context—was explaining why I have respect for these 
two gentlemen and the fact you have to take their entire career 
into account and not just a particular segment of it when making a 
judgment on a human being. 

Chairman Inouye. But your opinion now is that they should not 
be exempt from the laws of the land? 

Attorney General Meese. I don't think that anyone should be 
exempt from the laws of the land, from the President on down, and 
I think that is the view of the President, as well. 

Chairman Inouye. That pleases me, sir. 

With that note- 

Chairman Hamilton. I just want to extend my thanks to you, 
Mr. Attorney General, for your appearance, and to say that I ap¬ 
preciate particularly your willingness to offer some help as we 
move into what we hope will be a more constructive phase of the 
committee’s operation, and to raise one problem with you. 

I noted earlier that you said that you wanted to cooperate fully 
with the committee, and I want to say that I think the cooperation 
of the administration has been very good and we have appreciated 
it. 

However, we have had some problems in getting documents from 
the Department of Justice and we have not had problems in get¬ 
ting documents from other agencies and departments. So I would 
appreciate very much if you would check carefully on that point. 

There are still some documents that we have requested that we 
have not yet received, and that request has been rather long-stand¬ 
ing, and I know it is your intention to cooperate and to provide the 
documents. 

So if you would check on that for us, we would appreciate it, sir. 

And we thank you for your appearance over these several hours. 

Attorney General Meese. Thank you, Mr. Hamilton. 
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Chairman Hamilton, Chairman Inouye, I want to thank both of 
you and particularly thank the committee for their courtesy to me 
in continuing the meeting tonight so that we could conclude these 
sessions today as far as I’m concerned. 

Chairman Inouye. I would like to join Chairman Hamilton in 
thanking you for your patience. You have responded to our ques¬ 
tions in good grace and we are most appreciative. 

It has been a long, long day, and I think the time has come for 
us to call this to a halt. 

We thank you again. 

I would like to call the session in recess and announce tomorrow 
morning we will meet here at 9:00 a.m. to receive the testimony of 
Donald Regan, former Chief of Staff of the White House. 

[Whereupon, at 8:25 p.m., the Select Committees recessed, to re¬ 
convene at 9:00 a.m., Thursday, July 30, 1987.] 
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Exhibit GPS— Chronology-A 

TESTIMONY OF SECRETARY OF STATE 

CHRONOLOGY QLF NON-USC SUPPORT FOR NICARAGUA!: OPPOSITION FORCES 

( 1 2/b/63 - 1 2/4/66) 


1 2/8^8 3 


02/16/64 

04/16/84 


04/17/84 


04/18/84 


05/9/84 


DOD Appropriations Act enacted. Provides that 
•During FY 84, not more than $24 million of tne 
funds available to the CIA, DOD or any other 
agency or entity of the United States involved 
m intelligence activities may be obligated or 
expended for the purpose or which would have the 
effect of supporting, directly or indirectly, 
military or paramilitary operations m 
Nicaragua.* 

ARA reports to GPS that CIA program for 
Nicaraguan opposition has funding shortage. 

MCFARLANE proposes seeking support for 
Nicaraguan opposition from Country #1 in a 
discussion with GPS, CASEY, and two other State 
officials. MCFARLANE also mentions Countries 11 
and 12 as candidates. CASEY and GPS do not 
reply, focusing instead on legislative strategy 
with Congress. 

Report from US Ambassador to Country 1. 

MCFARLANE has raised with him aid from Country 
1. HOWARD TEICHER has already spoken to 
official of Country 1, telling him that Country 
1 could contribute to the Nicaraguan opposition 
directly or use USG as a conduit. GPS says no 
to USG as conduit. 

GPS tells MCFARLANE he does not favor seeking 
-aid from Country 1 and is opposed also to 
seeking aid from Country 6 and says we should 
not get dependent on others -- we must do it 
ourselves. 

GPS learns that TEICHER told official of Country 
1 that U.S. would be intermediary for funding by 
Country 1, and that TEICHER made this approacn 
weeks before U.S. Ambassador to Country 1 
learned of it. 
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2 


05/11/84 


05/23/84 


05/25/84 


05/28/84 

06/25/84 


GPS confronts MCFARLANE with information 
concerning TEICHER and his approach to Country 
1. MCFARLANE says that what TEICHER told the 
official of Country 1 was not authorized. 

Report from U.S. Ambassador to Country 1 
concerning conversations with TEICHER and 
MCFARLANE. TEICHER advised that he had called 
tne official of Country 1 to say that any 
further discussions would be handled through the 
U.S. Ambassador. 

TEICHER also told U.S. Ambassador, however, that 
in his previous discussions with the official of 
Country 1, he was operating on strict 
instructions. 

MCFARLANE advised Ambassador that he had dropped 
his idea that Country 1 take over all 
responsibility for the Nicaraguan opposition 
forces because Ambassador 'blew the whistle* on 
him. 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY/ARA, LANGHORNE A. MOTLEY, 
presents possible approach to third country 
funding, developed by ARA/CIA staff, which 
includes notifying Congress. U.S. would 
facilitate, solicit and control the third 
country support, but not serve as conduit. NSPG 
meeting required. Countries considered as 
candidates: 1, 3, 5, 6, 11, 7, 13. GPS opposes 
both the proposal and the candidate contributors. 

GPS speaks to CASEY on same day. CASEY agrees 
with GPS 1 position that U.S. should not solicit 
aid from other countries; if third countries 
volunteer, OK. 

GPS tells MOTLEY no. 

State and CIA officials continue discussion of 
funding options. Consensus opposes third 
country solicitation. 

NSPG meeting. Discussion of third country 
funding. GPS raises legal questions and 
suggests seeking opinion from ATTORNEY GENERAL. 
MCFARLANE proposes no solicitation of third 
countries pending opinion from A.G. 
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Oe/7/ o A 

\ 

10/12/84 

01/10/85 

01/15/85 

08/8/85 

08/15/85 

08/20/85 

09/4/85 


3 


UNDERSECRETARY ARMACOST asks MCFARLANE status of 
alternative funding. .VC FAR LANE replies that tne 
Nicaraguan opposition is getting $1 million per 
month, out he is not sure of source. Confident, 
however, that the funding will continue for the 
next 6 months, but cannot carry on next year 
without new source of funds. 

Prohibition enacted against the use cf funds 
available to agencies or entities involved in 
intelligence activities to assist directly, or 
indirectly, military or paramilitary operations 
in Nicaragua. 

State Department learns that MCFARLAN'E nad 
arranged a trip to Central America without 
knowledge of GPS. GPS insists that a State 
Department official accompany MCFARLANE. 

MCFARLANE claims to GPS that NORTH had kept 
MOTLEY advised of MCFARLANE's travel plans. 

MOTLEY denies. 

Congress authorizes $27 million humanitarian 
assistance for the Nicaraguan opposition 
forces. Prohibits any arrangement with a third 
country conditioning U.S. aid on the recipient 
country's assistance for the Nicaraguan 
opposition. 

Congress appropriates $27 million for 
humanitarian assistance to Nicaraguan opposition. 

HPSCI begins inquiry into activities of NSC 
staff in support of the Nicaraguan opposition 
(similar inquiry by HFAC). 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY ABRAMS advises GPS that 
fundraising for the Nicaraguan opposition is 
continuing and arms shipments increasing. 

ABRAMS says he has not asked NORTH for any 
information about fundraising for lethal aid. 

GPS responds that State Department must not be 
in the dark, that the Nicaraguan opposition is 
an integral part of the overall Central America 
picture, being managed by ABRAMS, and that 
ABRAMS needs to know how they are getting arms. 
GPS tells ABRAMS not to say B go see the White 
House. It is very risky for the White House." 
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09-10/85 

1C/V65 

10/8-15/85 

12/8/85 

03/31/86 

04/4/86 

04/21/86 

05/16/86 


- 4 - 


MCFARLANE responds to HSPCI, SSCI, 3ARNES, 

DURBIN assjrmg then about propriety of NSC 
““staff and NORTH activities. 

ABRAMS reports to GPS that opposition forces are 
broke because of foolish spending on huge arms 
snipnent. Advises they need secure 
communications equipment. Suggests approaching 
third country which manufactures such equipment. 

GPS asks senior official of Country 8 if his 
government would be willing to supply the 
radios. Official says he will get back to GPS. 
He subsequently calls GPS and tells him that 
Country 8 no longer manufactures equipment 
needed. 

Congress expressly confirms State Department’s 
authority to solicit humanitarian assistance 
from third countries. Congress also 
appropriates funds for radios. 

DEPUTY SECRETARY WHITEHEAD reports to GPS on 
SINGLAUB'S agreement with PASTORA, and 
AMBASSADOR TAMBS' involvement. WHITEHEAD says 
ABRAMS very concerned about TAMBS, noting *it*s 
all illegal apparently* and that there was "no 
knowledge here until it over*. GPS tells staff 
"we have to take this on.* Immediate cable 
reacting arrangement. 

GPS tells POINDEXTER that PASTORA will be told 
that he does not have an agreement with U.S. 

(On April 11 GPS instructs ABRAMS to tell 
PASTORA.) 

Report at ARA regional that $27 million 
humanitarian assistance largely spent; NDR on 
reduced rations. 

NSPG meeting. Discussion of bridge funding for 
the NDR and possible Third Country solicitation 
for humanitarian assistance. GPS supports, 
noting State^discussions with Country 8. GPS 
tasked to drav^up list of possible donors. 

CASEY mentions that Countries 1, 2, 3, and 5 all 
have some interest. rt;o mention of prior 
solicitations) 


76-936 0—88-16 
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Early 06/86 
» 

06/16/86 

06/24/86 

08/5/86 

08/6/86 

08/6/86 

08/9/86 

09/15/86 

09/18/86 

09/23/86 

09/26/86 

10/16/86 

10/24/86 


- 5 - 


Decision at State to approach Brunei. ABRAxs 
gets Swiss account number from NORIK. 

MCFARLANE advises GPS that Country 2 volunteered 
and delivered $31 million to the Nicaraguan 
opposition while USG aid was barred. 

GPS advised by ASSISTANT SECRETARY SIGUR and 
AMBASSADOR that Brunei should not be approached 
on Secretary's current trip to Asia; need to lay 
ground work. GPS agrees. 

ABRAMS designated by GPS to make contact with 
Brunei. 

ABRAMS reports that he will be meeting an 
official of Brunei. Reports also that he has 
received a second account number from CIA. Asks 
HIDL's advice on which account to use. HILL 
says *use original number.* 

NORTH briefs HPSCI members pursuant to House 
Resolution of Inquiry into his activities. 
Resolution withdrawn. 

Meeting between ABRAMS and Bruneian official. 
Brunei will contribute $10 million. ABRAMS 
turns over Swiss account number. 

Brunei confirms that 'arrangements have been 
consummated.* 

NORTH advises ABRAMS that Brunei funds have not 
been received in account, query Brunei. 

Brunei agrees to run tracer on funds. 

U.S. AMBASSADOR reports that Bruneian officials 
say they used procedures which would require 
U.S. to 'wait for a short while before th.e 
transaction is completed.* 

ABRAMS tells GPS that HASENFUS plane Shot down; 
no US involvement; it is a private operation. 

ABRAMS reports that he has just learned from 
head of CIA Latin America Division that one of 
its operatives (probably in region) was involved 
in HASENFUS operation. ABRAMS says he relieves 
that Head of CIA's Central America Task Force 
and CLAI? GEORGE did not know. Says Chief of 
Central America Task Force assured him that CIA 
clean, but someone is lying within CIA. 
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- 6 - 


11/25/86 


12 / 1/86 


12/4/86 


12 / 8/86 


ABRAMS reports that Brunei money still has not 
reached the Nicaraguan opposition. HILL 
instructs that information be given to LEGAL 
ADVISER SOFAER {out of town). 

ABRAMS briefing of SSCI re third country funding 
of Nicaraguan opposition, does not mention 
Brunei solicitation, misleads Committee. 

SOFAER is informed of Brunei situation. 
AMBASSADOR instructed to advise Brunei that if 
funds still in Brunei's control, they should oe 
frozen. 

U.S. AMBASSADOR informs Department that Brunei 
had transferred funds on August 19, and transfer 
could not be withdrawn. 

Department sends diplomatic note to Swiss. 
Accounts related to Lake Resources and LTC NORTH 
f rozen. 

ABRAMS testifies before SSCI concerning his 
November 25 briefing. Discloses Brunei pursuant 
to guidance from the Department. Is heavily 
criticized by Senators. 
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Exhibit GPS—Chronolooy-B 

TESTIMONY OF SECRETARY OF STATE 
IRAN CHRONOLOGY I 
(5/85 - 10/31/86) 


05/30/85 Ambassador to Israel SAMUEL LEWIS reports that 

MICHAEL LEDEEN is in Israel talking to Israeli 
officials to obtain intelligence about Iran, 
without notice to the U.S. Embassy. 

06/03/85 McFarlane reports to GPS, who is in Lisbon, on 

meeting with RABIN; does not mention LEDEEN visit 
to Israel. 

06/05/85 GPS cables MCFARLANE objecting to LEDEEN visit to 

Israel, to an intelligence relationship with 
Israel concerning Iran, and to bypass of State 
and Embassy. 

06/07/85 MCFARLANE cables response to GPS insisting that 

LEDEEN had been in Israel 'on his own hook,* and 
that MCFARLANE was 'turning it off entirely.' 

06/17/85 MCFARLANE circulates draft NSDD proposing change 

in U.S. policy toward Iran, including the 
'provision of selected military equipment as 
determined on a case-by-case basis.* 

06/29/85 GPS submits comments to MCFARLANE on the draft 

NSDD, opposing the proposal regarding arms 
transfers and stating *1 cannot agree that the 
NSDD as drafted should be signed by the 
President.* 

07/14/.8S MCFARLANE cables GPS discussing Israeli contacts 

with Iranians and Israeli/Iranian interest in 
U.S.-Iranian dialogue, commencing with Israeli 
, delivery of TOWS and Iranian attempts to release 

hostages. MCFARLANE offers analysis, favors U.S. 
expressing interest. 

07/14/85 GPS cables MCFARLANE proposing 'positive but 

passive reply,* involving U.S. willingness to 
listen to Iranians, without commitment, on 
opening^a dialogue and reinforcing MCFARLANE's 
exprWrfed cautions against being drawn into arms 
transfers. GPS tells McFarlane to manage the 
issue personally and inform Israeli emissary that 
GPS and MCFXKtANE are 'in close contact and full 
agreement every step of the way.' 
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07/16/85 

07/19/85 

I 

07/24/85 

08/06/85 

09/04/85 

09/13/85 

09/17/85 

11/18/85 


2 


GPS sees intelligence report calling GHORBANIFAR 
a "talented fabricator." 

GPS visits the PRESIDENT in the hospital upon 
return fron ASEAN meeting. MCFARLANE present. 

No discussion of the proposed Iran initiative. 

GPS is reminded by his Executive Assistant, 
CHARLES HILL, to ask MCFARLANE for a status 
report on Iran proposal. 

At GPS' regularly scheduled meeting with the 
PRESIDENT, MCFARLANE states that three meetings 
between Israel and the Iranians have occurred, 
and that MCFARLANE'S contact is DAVID KIMCHE. 

The Iranians want a dialogue with the United 
States, want arms from the U.S. and 100 TOWS from 
Israel, in exchange for four hostages. MCFARLANE 
says that the deal will be "totally deniable," 
and that he is pursuing the contact. GPS argues 
that any policy of selling arms to Iran or 
loosening arms flow restrictions is * :ong, and 
could not be kept deniable or secret. 

GPS learns that NORTH is expecting seven hostages 
to be released on a beach near Tripoli. 

MCFARLANE tells GPS that the Israel/Iran dealings 
are "not moving." 

U.S. Ambassador to Lebanon BARTHOLOMEW tells HILL 
that WEIR said he was released to bring pressure 
for release of Dawa prisoners. BARTHOLOMEW 
states that he knows "precious little about 
origins of this or who is involved." Lunch 
meeting among GPS, CASEY, MCFARLANE, and 
WEINBERGER. MCFARLANE debriefs group on 
hostages, noting that the hostage release is "not 
going anywhere." 

At the Geneva Summit, MCFARLANE tells GPS that 
four hostages will be released in a few days, and 
that Israel is sending an airplane to a European 
city with 100 HAWKS, which will be shipped to 
Iran if the hostages are released. MCFARLANE 
says he has cleared this with the PRESIDENT. GPS 
objects, both to the plan and to being notified 
too late to be able to stop it. 


f 
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11/22/85 


11/23/85 

12/05/85 


12/06/85 


12/07/85 


GPS is advised by OAKLEY of information from 
various sources that the hostages will be 
released for 120 HAWKS at $250,000 apiece, GPS 
learns also that the proposed release date has 
slipped in order to get flight clearance from a 
European country, 

GPS learns that no hostages have been released 
and the deal has therefore collapsed. He tells 
HILL: ■It's over.* 

POINDEXTER calls GPS to inform him of a White 
House meeting on 12/7 because Iran initiative had 
reached a decision point. Later, GPS tells 
POINDEXTER that he is 'basically uninformed 
(about the proposed Iran initiative), although 
BUD told me about it at the start and I said 
no." GPS asks about congressional notification, 
says that the U.S. is breaking with its hostage 
policy, and states that 'this thing has got to be 
stopped,' GPS also tells POINDEXTER that he is 
upset that State has been cut out of cable 
traffic. 

GPS meets with ARMACOST and PLATT to prepare for 
White House meeting on Iran initiative the 
following day. GPS learns from POINDEXTER that 
HAWK shipment was sent even though no hostages 
were released, but that it 'misfired' because 
Iran rejected the shipment as 'too old.' 

Meeting at White House. GPS, WEINBERGER, and 
DONALD REGAN argue against arms for Iran. 
WEINBERGER expresses view that it is illegal. 
MCFARLANE, POINDEXTER, and the PRESIDENT speak in 
favor of the policy. The PRESIDENT supports 
going ahead, emphasizing importance of obtaining 
release of the hostages. 

POINDEXTER proposes that MCFARLANE tell Iranians 
that, if they release hostages without any arms, 
the U.S. will then work towards a better 
relationship. If MCFARLANE is turned down, he 
would be authorized to ask Britain to 'pick up 
the sale.' GPS objects to the latter aspect of 
POINDEXTER'S proposal, says this would be the 
same misguided policy. Meeting concludes with 
decision that MCFARLANE meet Iranians to seek 
hostage release without arms dimension. In aside 
after the meeting, POINDEXTER tells GPS that the 
deal had fallen apart around Thanksgiving, and he 
advised the PRESIDENT to disengage, but the 
PRESIDENT said no. 
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12/10/85 


12/11/85 


01/04/86 


01/07/86 


01/16/86 


01/17/86 


02/28/86 


GPS (in London) is informed by staff that 
Iranians have rejected MCFARLANE approach and 
that at a White House meeting that morning, the 
Iran initiative had been turned off. NORTH 
reportedly had prepared a paper stating the 
hostages would die as a result. 

ARMACOST cables GPS that MCFARLANE has 
recommended dropping the entire enterprise, but 
the PRESIDENT wants all other avenues 
•energetically pursued." 

POINDEXTER advises GPS that AMIRAN NIR had come 
to see him to revive the hostage deal. NIR 
presented a proposal involving the release of 
certain Hizbollah prisoners, and the sale of 
3,000 TOWs to Iran, in exchange for the 
hostages. GPS states that this suffers from all 
the same problems as the previous proposals, 
calling it a "payment* for hostages. GPS thinks 
POINDEXTER is negative toward proposal. 

Meeting at the White House among PRESIDENT, VICE 
PRESIDENT, WEINBERGER, MEESE, CASEY, REGAN, 
POINDEXTER, and GPS. GPS and WEINBERGER argue 
strongly against the Iran proposal, but everyone 
else favors going forward. 

GPS attends a Cabinet meeting at the White House, 
from 2:00 p.m. to 3:00 p.m. but is not present at 
5:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. discussion of the Iran 
initiative. 

GPS attends "Family Group Lunch" at the White 
House at which Iran initiative is discussed. GPS 
argues that the policy is both "unwise and 
illegal, " 

GPS has long talk with POINDEXTER concerning the 
hostage situation. POINDEXTER tells GPS that 
hostages will be released the following week. 
Nothing is said about any arms transactions. 
POINDEXTER advises that the Iranians want a 
higher level meeting, and the White House has 
picked MCFARLANE. GPS recommends that MCFARLANE 
be given written instructions. GPS is 
subsequently shown the Terms of Reference for 
MCFARLANE 1 s mission which are consistent with GPS 
views. GPS approves Terms of Reference. (Terms 
of Reference, used by MCFARLANE in May 1986,, 
speak of arms sales as only a future prospect.) 
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05/03/86 

05/04/86 


05/28/86 

Late Hay or 
Early June 
86 


- 5 


POINDEXTER informs GPS that MCFARLANE objected to 
going ahead with the meeting and that the 
initiative is 'all off’ again. 

POINDEXTER tells GPS that the Iranians have 
complained, and the PRESIDENT said they could 
’take it or leave it.* GPS asks if this means 
that PRESIDENT is prepared to ’leave it,' and 
POINDEXTER says, ’I think so.’ 

ARMACOST cables GPS in Tokyo that Ambassador 
PRICE in London has learned from a staff member 
that TINY ROWLANDS was approached by NIR to take 
part in arms transactions with Iran which had 
White House approval and which involved 
GHORBANIFAR and KHASHOGGI. POINDEXTER was 
allegedly the point man and the State Deparmtent 
was cut out. 

GPS advises DONALD REGAN of PRICE/ROWLANDS 
contact. He expresses his opposition to dealing 
with persons mentioned in ARMACOST cable, and 
argues that if a low level official such as the 
Embassy staffer knows about this it will become 
public and leave the PRESIDENT exposed. GPS says 
REGAN must go to PRESIDENT and get him to ’cut 
your losses and call it off.’ REGAN expresses 
alarm and agrees to talk to the PRESIDENT. 

GPS alerts POINDEXTER to the PRICE/ROWLANDS 
contact and makes the same points as with REGAN. 
POINDEXTER states that he told PRICE there was 
only a 'smidgen of reality* to the allegations 
and tells GPS 'we are not dealing with these 
people.* GPS voices his strong objections to any 
such proposed transaction. POINDEXTER says he 
does not share GPS' view. GPS argues that the 
PRESIDENT is very exposed. 

OAKLEY tells PLATT that the NORTH operation has 
'fizzled,* negotiations have broken down, and 
that MCFARLANE was involved and may have been in 
Tehran. PLATT advises HILL, who informs GPS. 

After GPS returns from trip to Philippines, he 
is told by both POINDEXTER and CASEY that the 
Iran-hostage operation has ended and the people 
associated with it have been told to ’stand down.* 


0 

i 



06/12/06 

t 

07/02/86 

09/16/86 

10/21/06 

10/26/86 

10/31/86 


GPS advises PLATT that he toJd Attorney General 
MEESE that, while the United states is 
prosecuting Israelis for arms sales to Iran, 
Israel could point a finger back at the United 
States. MEESE was "not deterred* by GPS' 
comments. 

ARKACOST writes GPS concerning renewed conjecture 
about arms sales to Iran; he argues against the 
policy. 

LEDEEN asks HILL to arrange a meeting with GPS to 
discuss the Iran matter. HILL takes no action. 

LEDEEN calls HILL again about meeting with GPS. 

He states that a "grand strategy* involving a 
strategic relationship with Iran had gone off 
track with regard to hostages. 

HILL advises LEDEEN that GPS will not see him. 

POINDEXTER advises GPS that release of DAVID 
JACOBSEN is imminent. 
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11/4/86 

11 / 6/86 

11 / 10/86 


11 / 12/86 


Exhibit GPS —Chronology-C 

TESTIMONY OF SECRETARY OF STATE 
IRAN CHRONOLOGY II 
(11/1/86 - 12/18/86) 


Lebanese press discloses U.S. arms sales to Iran. 
GPS cables POINDEXTER advising that all the key 
facts be promptly disclosed. 

POINDEXTER responds that now is not the time to 
go public because it would ‘complicate efforts to 
secure the release of other hostages.* 

POINDEXTER tells GPS that while GHORBANIFAR 
channel shut down, new channel is open. GPS says 
*we should shut it all down.* 

Meeting at the White House among PRESIDENT, VICE 
PRESIDENT, POINDEXTER, REGAN, KEEL, CASEY, 
WEINBERGER, MEESE, SHULTZ. POINDEXTER briefs 
group on operation, mentions January 1986 
Finding. GPS says this is the first he has heard 
of it; WEINBERGER says the same. POINDEXTER says 
a total of 1000 TOWs and 240 Hawk spare parts 
were sold to Iran. GPS criticizes the operation, 
says it sounds like arms for hostages. 

PRESIDENT disagrees. POINDEXTER says, *How else 
will we get hostages out?* GPS argues that 
operation should be shut down. 

Later in the day, en route to Guatemala for OAS 
meeting, GPS receives draft press guidance from 
White House describing as unanimous the current 
and past support for the Iran arms shipments by 
the PRESIDENT'S senior advisers. GPS tells 
POINDEXTER to delete the claim of unanimity, 
since not accurate. GPS supports the PRESIDENT, 
but not the shipments. POINDEXTER agrees to the 
deletion. 

GPS tells HILL that he (GPS) must tell the 
PRESIDENT that his advisers are distorting 
the record. 

GPS urges REGAN to assist him in persuading the 
PRESIDENT to turn Iran policy over to State and 
end arms sales to Iran. CPS gives REGAri draft 
statements for PRESIDENT'S use announcing end of 
arms sales. 
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11/13/86 PRESIDENT* s speech, 

11/14/86 At his regularly scheduled meeting with 

^PRESIDENT, GPS makes arguments against arms for 
Iran. 

11/15V86 GPS at Camp David gives draft paper to REGAN that 

would return control of Iran policy to State and 
end arms sales to Iran. (REGAN tells him (GPS) 
he understands State’s position, but White House 
is not in a position to adopt it. 

11/16/86 GPS appears on *Face 'the Nation." Says that he 

believes there should be no more arms sales to 
Iran, but also states he does not speak for the 
Administration. 

11/17/86 SPEAKES announces that the White House has no 

further plans for arms shipments to Iran. He 
also confirms that the SECRETARY OF STATE is 
Administration's chief foreign policy spokesman. 

11/18/86 GPS tells ARMACOST and HILL that State must have 

access to all the facts concerning the Iran 
initiative. 

State LEGAL ADVISER SOFAER attends General 
Counsels' meeting at White House. Reports back 
that NSC counsel THOMPSON declined, under 
instructions, to give full story. 

11/19/86 GPS directs that HILL brief ARMACOST and SOFAER 

on GPS' knowledge concerning arms sale to Iran. 
GPS tells PRESIDENT that PRESIDENT is not fully 
informed. GPS says "we have been deceived and 
lied to. . . And you have to watch out about 
saying no arms for hostages." GPS says MCFARLANE 
once told him that planeload of arms would go to 
Iran if hostages released. PRESIDENT says he 
knew of this. GPS says he had been told in Tokyo 
(6/86) that it had all stopped. PRESIDENT says 
that GPS is "telling me things I don't know." 

GPS says, "Mr. Presiu?nt, if I'm telling you 
something you don't *now -- I don't know very 
much — so something is wrong here." 

GPS then calls REGAN and expresses concern about 
PRESIDENTIAL press conference scheduled for that 
night. He says PRESIDENT has been misled on the 
facts . 


PRESIDENT'S Press Conference. 
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GPS calls PRESIDENT. Tells him of factual errors 
in the press conference. Reiterates that 
PRESIDENT is not getting the full story. 

_ PRESIDENT asks GPS to identify the factual errors. 

_GPS reviews list of factual errors with REGAN. 
Learns that PRESIDENT, with VICE PRESIDENT, had 
told POINDEXTER of GPS' assertions that PRESIDENT 
not getting the facts. 

GPS asks REGAN to attend when GPS sees the 
PRESIDENT that evening. 

GPS meets with PRESIDENT and REGAN at the White 
House. PRESIDENT does not accept GPS' thesis. 
PRESIDENT says he knew about November 1965 
shipment, but disputes that' it was arms for 
hostages. GPS says that no one looking at the 
record will agree. 

GPS is interviewed by MEESE and ASSISTANT 
ATTORNEY GENERAL COOPER. Among other things, GPS 
tells MEESE that PRESIDENT told GPS earlier in 
week that PRESIDENT knew of November 1985 
shipment. 

NSPG on Iran. GPS criticizes policy and argues 
for its cessation. PRESIDENT does not agree. 

Later that day, during WHITEHEAD meeting with 
GPS, POINDEXTER returns call from WHITEHEAD. 
POINDEXTER says State must get involved and can 
take lead if it wants. POINDEXTER says “I want 
to get, out of it. • 

GPS learns at NSPG that POINDEXTER has resigned, 
NORTH has been relieved, and a diversion of funds 
has occurred. 

GPS meets with PRESIDENT to discuss State's 
administration of Iran policy. 

GPS testifies before HFAC. 

GPS informed that CASEY questions GPS assertion 
that he and POINDEXTER had told GPS that Iran 
initiative had been 'stood down.* 
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ARMACOST and CASEY agree on ground rules for 
“-upcoming meeting with second channel. The 
channel will be used for intelligence only. 

—CASEY later calls REGAN and persuades White House 
to continue to authorize policy discussions in 
the channel, notwithstanding CASEY's agreement to 
the contrary with ARMACOST. 

Meeting in Frankfurt among Iranian, State 
representative DUNBAR, and CIA representative 
CAVE. DUNBAR delivers message that no more arms 
will be sold. Iranian reveals the existence of 
previous agreement with NORTH and HAKIM which 
contained nine points, DUNBAR reports existence 
of the "Nine Point Agenda" oack to Department. 
DUNBAR returns to Washington, CAVE remains in 
Europe and holds second meeting with the Iranian, 
contrary to agreement by CIA that no more 
meetings in this channel would take place without 
State representative present. 

On receiving first DUNBAR report (by secure 
telephone}, GPS asks to see PRESIDENT. 

GPS meets with PRESIDENT. Informs him of DUNBAR'S 
meeting with second channel, including DUNBAR'S 
discovery of previous agreement re release of 
Dawa prisoners. PRESIDENT expresses shock, tells 
GPS that we never agreed to pressure Kuwait, 

GPS testifies before SSCI. 

GPS sends message to KUWAITI FOREIGN MINISTER 
reaffirming that "the President and I" remain 
committed to the policy that "the U.S. Government 
will never ask Kuwait to release the Da'Wa 
prisoners in order to get freedom for the 
American hostages.• 
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THE PRESIDENT 
George P. Shults *r* 

Managing Our Central America Strategy 


X believe it it Important to confira for tha record ay 
understanding of tha outcoaa of our diaeuaaion this aornlng. 


Policy! We hava art extreaely difficult situation In 
Central Xaerica. There will ba hard slogging ahaad to 
achieve what va want to achieve. First of all# wa naad an 
affactiva shlald to protaot tha Salvadoran daaocracy against 
tha afforts of tha rabals to dastroy tha oovernaent and tha 
economy. Wa hava to aafaguard not only Bl Salvador but also 
tha othar Cantral Aaerlcan countrlas against tha Nicaraguan # 
virus. At tha sana tins wa hava to win.tha struggle in our 
own country to halp tha Anarlean paopla undarstand tha 
Sovlet-Cuban-Nlcaraguan thraat to tha whola region. And wa 
hava to obtain tha support of tha Concrete. Although our 
influanca in Salvador la probably waning bacausa of tha 
conditions laposad by tha Congrass# wa aust ba abla to ba 
parsuaslva with tha Bl Salvador govarnaant in bringing about 
those reforas in thair aystaa of justice necessary to win tha 
support of tha Aaarlcan paopla and tha Congress. At tha saaa 
tlaa wa aust aalntain pressure on tha Nicaraguans to cease 
and desist from exporting thair revolution to neighboring 
countries* 


Though wa aust continue to strengthen tha shield against 
tho Salvadoran rabals and keep tha pressure on Nicaragua# wa 
cannot expect a ailltary solution# at least in tha next 
several years. Xa all likelihood tha only way in which we 
can reestablish a peaceful Cantral America# free froa foreign 
incursions into democratic countries# is by regional 
negotiations leading to a reciprocal and verifiable agreement 
in which tha Nicaraguans com to taras wUh the need for than 
to alnd thair own business. At tha saas tlaa# in forcing 
Nicaragua to the negotiating table# we aust not sell out tha 
Nicaraguan patriots who wish thair govarnaant to live up to 
the proalsas of free elections and a pluralistic society sada 
whan tha Sandlnlstas ciss to power* 
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within El Salvador we aust be prepared to seek negotia¬ 
tion*. But these negotiation* luit concern participation In 
a (rat alectoral procea* and not negotiation* with reipect to 
power sharing. 

Negotiation* with either the Nicaraguans or the 
Salvadoran rebels will not be easy, because we will be 
dealing with people we don't like and don't trust. Moreovar, 
we will not be able to achieve success unless we can show the 
Nicaraguans that they cannot defeat the anti-Sandinista 
forces in Nicaragua. Nor can we get the Salvadoran rebels to 
talk about free elections unless we are able to show thee 
that they cannot win the ailitary struggle and will probably 
lose it in the long run. rinally* in bringing about a 
reciprocal and verificable agreement, we have to be willing 
and able to deal effectively with major regional governments 
like Mexico. 

Responsibility for Policy Implementation ! These X 
understand to be your policies. I support thee, and I accept 
the responsibility to carry thee out. However* if X aa to do 
so, we need* as X believe we all agreed at the seating* to* 
establish sieple and straightforward aanageeent procedures. 

The present aanageeent situation le a stu and would not worto 
even if the problens were staple. Therefore* what we 
discussed was that you will look to as to carry out your 
policies. Xf those policies change* you will tell ae. If X 
aa not carrying thea out effectively* you will hold ae 
accountable. But we will set up a structure so that X can be 
your sole delegate with regard to carrying out your policies. 

Organisational Arrangements i What this Means is that 
there will be an Assistant Secretary acceptable to you (and 
you and X have agreed on Tony Motley) who will report to ae 
and through ae to you. We will use Dick Stone as our 
negotiator* who* in coordination with Tony, will also report 
solely to me and through ae to you. Similarly, there will be 
an Interagency coaaittee* but it will be a tool of management 
and not a decision-making body. X shall resolve any issues 
and report to you. 

Ken Daa and Larry Eagleburger will work closely with me 
so that there will always be someone fully inforaed and able 
to act for ae if X have to be away. Tony Motley will be our 
chief of staff responsible for pulling together all our work 
both within the State Departnent and within the government as 
a whole. 
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Meanwhile. X shall keep you and BUI Clark and others in 
tha White House fully Informed at all times. X believe that 
it la Important for tha NSC or tha NSPO to meet on a regular 
batla to review what ws do and particularly to rasolva any 
differences with raspact to policy. 

v/a all agree that wa hava to do such battar in public 
diplomacy. Wa hava to baaf up our capacity hara In tha Stata 
Department, and wa plan to do so. In addition. X baliava 
that Taith Whittlasay could ba vary useful. But if aha it to 
ba usaful and effective, har work too must ba handlad in tha 
sans way as oparatlona and diplomacy. With raapact to 
Ctntral Anar lea. sha will tharafora work diractly with Tony 
Motlay. Ha and X in turn will ba raaponsibla for har work 
with ragard to Cantral America. 

With raspact to parsonnal daclaiona in tha Dapartnant of 
Stata. it will ba Important, with Tony Motlay aa a non-ciraar 
Assistant Sacratary# to hava a full coapleasnt of deputies to 
him who are Foreign Service Officers or are otherwise fully 
familiar with tha nachinery of tha U.S. Government and in 
particular tha Department of Stata. Wa will, of course* « 
consult with Presidential Personnel, but after full 
consultation. X would expect Tony Motley to hava tha dominant* 
voice in making those personnel decisions.’ 

Personnel t As an immediate step. X propose that the 
following assignments ba madai 

-- Ambassador Motley from Brasil to become Assistant 
Secretary for AAA; 


APPROVE _ DISAPPROVE 


-- Ambassador Enders 

to become Ambassador to Spain; 

APPROVE 

DISAPPROVE 

-- Ambassador Luers. 
become Ambassador 

last posted in Ve/iexuela, to 
to Brasil. 

APPROVE 

DISAPPROVE 

Since Enders will ba going to Spain, it is important 
to decide Terence Todaan'e next assignment, which X 
understand is to ba to Denmark. 

APPROVE 

DISAPPROVE 
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All of these personnel at well at organisational 
daeitiona ara to be aada at onca to that thara it no 
ambiguity in anyone's aind that wa ara prepared to do what ia 
nacasaary to carry out your Central Atarica policies, wa 
should go forward iaaediately« because your Central American 
policies can ill afford any delays in getting our new 
management aystea In effect. 

I enclose an organisational chart and a draft National 
Security Directive eabodying what wa agreed on this morning. 


Attachaantai 

Tab 1 - Organisational Chart. 
Tab 3 - Draft NSDD. 


.■..■ • /SENSITIVE 
W. -OlCLi OADR . 
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DRAFT NSDD 

NATIONAL SECURITY DIRECTIVE NUMBER_ 

CENTRAL AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN 


Pursuant to NSDD 2, there is established a rastrictad 
Interagency Group (1G) to addrass policy formulation and 
axacution as thay ralata to Cantral America and tha Caribbean. 
Tha Sacratary of Stata is rasponsibla for tha ovarall direc¬ 
tion, coordination and suparvision of tha interdepartmental 
activitias incidant thereto. 

Tha Intaragancy Group (IG) shall ba haadad by tha 
Assistant Sacratary of Stata for Inter-American Affairs and 
includa raprasantativas of tha Sacratary of Defense, tha 
Chairman of tha Joint Chiafs of Staff, tha Diractor of « 

Cantral Intalliganca and tha Assistant to tha Prasidant for 
National Sacurity Affairs. Tha Prasidant*s Spacial Envoy for • 
Cantral America shall also participata. .Tha Intaragancy 
Group shall raport to tha Sacratary of Stata. 

Tha Intaragancy Cora Group, tha Cantral American Working 
Group and all othar intaragancy organisations addressing 
Cantral American policy or operations ara haraby disestablished. 
Tha Crisis Pre-Planning Group is relieved of its assignments in 
this area. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF STATE 

THE SECRETARY Of THE TREASURY 

THE SECRETARY Of DEFENSE 

THE DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE 
THE CHAIRMAN, JOINT CHIETS OF STAFF 

SUBJECTi Crisis Pre-Planning 

National Security Dacision Dirtetivs 3, Crisis Management, 
tstablishss eha Sptcitl Situation Group (SSG), chaired by th« 
Viet President. Tht SSO is charged, inttr alia, with formula* 
plans in anticipation of crisss. In order to^acilitats this 
crisis pre-planning responsibility! a Standing Crisis 
Pre-Planning Group (CPFG) is hereby established. 

The CPPC will be chaired by the Deputy Assistant to the.Presi: 
for National Security Affairs and will consist of senior repet 
sentatives of your agencies and of the Office of the vice * 
President. The CPPG will meet periodically in the white Roust 
Situation Room and wills 

e Identify, to the extent possible, areas where US interests 
are at stake in which rising tensions or other circumstanc 
suggest the possible emergence of a crisis. 

e For each potential crisis, insure that an interagency groi* 
is established and developing contingency plans. Provide 
guidance to the group and task it with the preparation of 
preemptive policy options to prevent a crisis if possible 
well as the preparation of politico-eilitary options for 
dealing with the eventual crisis. • 

e Present such plans and policy options to.the SSG. 

e Devise procedural measures, draft executive instruments ar 
identify resources essential to implement decisions by the 
President. 

e Provide to the SSG, as crises develop, alternative plans c 
action/options and coordinated implementation plans that w 
permit successful resolution. 


J OB SBCRT T * 

Review on M4y I, 2002 
Classified and Extended by VTPClark 
Reasoni NBC 1.13(d) 
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Provide to the SSO, recommended security, cover, end 
media plena that will enhance the likelihood 
successful execution. 5 


The first meeting of the CPPG is scheduled fop Thu rsday. 

.?iev 20, mi| in the White House Situation RqomTroft 1000-1 
-Agencies are requeseed to provide the name of their CPPG re 
tentative to Oliver North, NSC Staff (Telephone! J9S-J345) 
May 14, 1912. An agenda will be circulated prior to each 
meeting. The agenda for the first CPPC vesting is attached. 

rOft THI PRESIDENT 



Attachment 

Tab A - Agenda for May 20, IS12 Meeting 
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Exhibit GPS-1 A 

THE WHITC HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 


9OS07 

243 
2 94 44 


MEMORANDUM FOR THE HONORABLE GEORGE P. SHULTZ 
Tn« Sccrctcry of Stat# 

SUBJECT* Mtncoina Our %_._ - 


M«na 9 i n9 Our Central American Strategy (S) 


dst«d*lUy U J 3 * d i 9 f 3 r t Your h i5S 1 a *®° r *ndum on this Subject 
toward' tL%li?itS£ir}Si 9 S:? *&*£!!? OU f 
Of existing decision directives sf jL« it !' in tht **»»«wor)t 
that implementation is the. problem? ' <s? ' ia your 

csr#ful i snd 1 cogsnt i Mnsg«MjIt t *ni n th * f*’ l « n d ««*nd the most 
bring to bear.’ Th.“«?it2tfo«f !?? rdinatlon th ** *• can 

ssjtsS :i ? 5 jsssrss?"** 1 “ 

ths diplomatic, economic, ^iiiuJi^J 1 ??**!?, to that 

our national security policy woSiaS2 d H 11 } i, ? ne * * , P* c t* of 
both thoir planning and imolfProparly integrated in 
tha policy process will function *n*° n \ N SD0-2 provides that 
framework? «ui ..lii t! th * X 2» SIG ' NSC 

developed over several adminiitr?tiin« b ?„ ,ood 
the agencies agree at theiG Uv2l th™ *11 ? rovldaa * h »t “ 
elevated further, but that ifthSm*?! ,t? h i, * u * "••<* not be 
is raised* to the «c and if n.2™I,i%S i,ft9 5 M ?* nt ' then it 
(S) 11 B * c *«*«ry through the NSC to me. 


2 *.Si«'S%Sf. , S^}*» ;^r.r“}{ ««•««.». .v. u .bu 

»«sss^K§?:. 
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<. 7 h a 


Success in Central America will require the cooperative effort 
of several Departments and agencies. No single agency can do 
it alone nor should it. Still, it is sensible to look to you, 
as Z do, as the lead Cabinet officer, charged with moving 
agressively to develop the options in coordination with Cap, 
Bill Casey and others and coming to me for decisions. I 
believe in Cabinet government. Zt works when the Cabinet 
officers work together. Z look to you and Bill Clark to 
assure that that happens. (S) 



in 
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ns: 3 -? sTmcr.RE ro* csstml America 


15 4 4 6 



XNTCRACKNCT GIOW-CWTAAI. AMERICA 
(XO-CA) 

STATS CIAIK 
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Exhibit GPS-1B 

>C SCCMCTANT Of STati 
WAIMINQTOM 


*'S7t» :: 
*194* 


u tfftjflguirc n *•»*-** • ■»> 

jnCtj" “li ILU 

mwommoow ro* tii iui ioskt - *, . 

f *°"» C*«n« ». Jhylt l * *• 

Council 

St/SJVCTi Central Aaerlca Olalotuoi Hunt «n4 troapecta 


^ '''Xsgigtr*' 


Tbia aeaorandua tlacuaaea 0.1. objactlaea in* pceaaeeta r.. 
•4v«nein« tbea tbroutb rational nofotlatloaa. <•« 


t * ? r4 *** * r * 1 U* *a eat ta Nlaarafuen etiaaei 

75f y -2i°“?! ltM !» tl "t «• •*«*«•• neUibon!^ 

!?* an4 eventual taralnatlan a( 

* u * *° Cub * *»« *“• («*ut blear O) a 

KijruSjris/K'KKv^yj'Rtj; • 

tbaaa objectIraa all! require tuetalne* Q.t. 
*“?!**.*** **** Bny natotlateb rational afraaaont 

‘•"if •« •*«••}»» »• OBlf Hit at a praceea involvli* tba 
eontlnulat apfllcatlea at O.t. raaolra 
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Exhibit GPS-2 
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NSC INTELLIGENCE 
QpCUMENT 
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4 r* NotKt 


A 


) 


NATIONAL UCUIUTV iN*0*MATI0N 
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icaraguan Covert 


qfil/?* 


Action 


N 44 675 


Attached for your s:cnature is the new Finding on the 
Nicaraguan Covert Action prccram which was recommended 
by the NSPG today. It incorporates the changes presented 
at the meeting by the DC! as well as those suggested by 
Secretary Shuler. 


The SCI and Secretary Shcltr will brief the rinding to 
the Senate Intelligence Committee on Tuesday if you sign 
the Finding this weekend. 

?e c c" e r. d a 1 1 o n 



That you sign the Covert Action Finding 
at Tab A. 


Attachment * 

Tab A Finding for Signature 



Prepared by: 

Kenneth deGraffenreid 


SJE^PrtrvTENSITIVt 

<Cf?US5iPV Mi OADR 


HNfltMk x m 
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Exhibit GPS-3 


SYSTEM :v 
NSC/tCS-tOOJ; J 


^ -6 3 5 3 

StSSITlVE 


Tn« secretary or state 


THE HONORABLE CAJ9AR W. WEIHIERGER 
The Secretary of Defenae 

TNB HONORABLE. WILLIAM J. CASEY 
The Director of Central Intelligence 

GENERAL JOHN W. VISSEY, JR. 

The Chairman, Joint Chief* of Staff 

SUBJECT? Assisting Brogrssa toward Oemecracy (Cl 

During ay brief atop in ■■■■■ 

made a convincing case for their 

commitment to democracy. They alao noted their critical need for 
relatively small amounts of security assistance, econoalc aid, 
and support for their struggling agricultural sector. (C) 

In recent weeks, there appears to have been an Increase in 
guerrilla attacks and subversion. It is entirely likely that we 
will see more polarising activity of this kind as the 
elections approach. Unless £he Army has adequate support, 
certain elements /may use the guerrilla action as a 

reason to defer flections or"to Justify counter-productive, 
repressive measures. Unfortunately, the Congress only provided 
in rt-IS XMBt funds from the Administration's 
security asalatance request, while the fY-M request for 
* in security assistance provides hope for the future, 
It would seem that we need to look for ways in which we can help 
'between now and their elections. (I) 

St la, therefore, requested that Stfi# take the lead in 
developing imaginative alternatives^ can be 

provided with assistance to Improve their security situation, we 

shou^^^^^^^yHL 

^ se a^^^^^^^^^Wner U.B. agencies wh^ch could nave ^positive 
effect on internal security conditions. 


; iXHisir 


TH( WHITE house 
March 11. HIS 


HCMORAHDl’M fO* THt HONORABLE OEORCE t. SHULTZ 






Our «ul in all of thl# ahoold bo to frovldo til poaalblo 
aaaiataneo to profroat toward daaooracy. *•» 
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NSC/ICS control no - 4 
rO*vNO_ 


0 ». 


HANOI! VIA SV5TIM IV CHANNf i. ONLY 


NSC INTELLIGENCE 
DOCUMENT 


****** 
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NATtONAl SKUWTV U#OAMATION 

> I wH fl t« CQ g>o* V*»«v»n 
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tfTA‘ 

t N v ,r 
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NitMAil Security Council 
Tho Mh«u Howto 


UNCLASSIFIED 


\f%fm 0 
»«<*# f9 0 


/ * 


V 1 




tfOUlMO TO MAS MIN 


Jfcl 


OUW* 


N* Thom ft M 
NWMMAll 

IgA ftiMWVMlt 


NSC Wvttsrut 
SitylOin M** 
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mcmoranoum 


NATIONAL SiCVhlTV COUNCIL 


March S. IfIS 


ITITfM TV 

nsc/:cs*4002is 

M 7184 


bsusat 


MMOMMDUM TO* WHIT C. MCP 




OLIV** 


C. MCTXMAW 

t. totems 


Vi 


SOBJSCTi 


_jAid m the rieareywan ftealatance 


Attached at Tab X La a aeae (tea yea te Seeretariee Strait* and 
Weinbcr«er, Director Caaey, and ge ner al veaaey eakiny (or their 
view a on Incroaaed u. S. aaaiatanc tr / fear aeao 1 a 

caat aa auyyestion which denvoa f?8fc trip to the ration. 


The real pwrpota of yaw ytaaii to find a way by which we can 
coapaneate the 7the eatraerdiaary aaaiotaaco they 

are previdiny t* the niceraf«fa Creedea flyhtert, At Tab XX are 
end-aoer certillcatea which that . . —— - provided for the 

parchase of nearly CM worth of aaaitiona to be delivered to the 
PM. Theae nine I a awe at a are a dltvt copaefwenee of the 
informal Xiaiaaa wo leva eetaallehffu^ y««c. 

•catana with ha udl •The aanunitidn and weepena 

identified La thaae lecwaent* will^be delivered in aoveral 
ahlpaeata (I by aircraft tad 1 by aaa) atartiny oa or about „ 
March id, INLjll ahipaanta will ba delivered .be 

receipted farBB * »«»•< «»« « 

PM reoreeaatJtivea at. on - 

arrival. Adel fa ia convinced, and X a«ree. thit^ 
have Ml reoaved ar withheld any etuipaent/nunitiona fron the TON 
deliveRae which have aaa a r rad te date. 

Parlay one of the aoetlayot. ii* which yje 

yracaaa ah ova woe arraofad, one of _ . 

pteeeatad a *wiah Hot* of itana whi*h they de#pera«ely need in 
ardor to yceeocwta their war eyalnot the Cahaa*awoperted 
pee re iliac, h copy of the liet la atta ch ed at fab ***•*•«* ot 
the itana Identified are la priority within few* principal 
catererlei; Aircraft, 0rawed Pereea tywlpmant, Weapon* and 
Heal t ion a. and new-T&stlcal Military iywipaent. 
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Your mo»o at Tab : door not rafor to tho arranttaputs uhvch^hova 
boon Mil for suptortinf tho raaiatanco throufh^ 7:t 

door# houovor, uroo that wo toko atopa now to i»prova vhdlr 
situation. Onco wo hovo ipprovil for ot laast som of wjv it thav. 

havo a a had for# wo can oaaura that tho iffct poopla IaMHH 
undoratand that «o aro ablo to provldo t 'tulta froo thoir 
corporation on tho roaiataaoo iaouo. 


hlCOMWgyOATIOW 
That you tipn and 
Approvo 


trans it 


i at Tah X. 
Disapprove 


Attachments 

Tab X -J*farla»o homo to dhultt/wainbottar/Casty vaatay 

Teh XX ltnd«Uaor Certificates 

T«| IXX Jhilitary Muipoont Requirements 
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SYSTtt :v 

hsc/ic$.«oc::« 



UNfttm 

thc wMirc nouic 
M areh 11. US* 


HtMORANDUM fOR TKK 

The 


HOWORASlf GIORGI t. 
Itetitiry of Jtit* 


SHULTZ 


THt HONORAAlf CASRAR «. WtINStRGIR 
Tho Secretary of Oefanee 


H 7137 

sessitivz 


THt HOMORAALt WILLIAM J. CAASY 
The Director of Central Intollipence 


GtWYRAl JOHN W. VSSSfY. »t. 

Tho Chairman. Joint Chiefs of Staff 


SOtJICT: 


Assisting 


Proqreaa toward Danocraey (C 


During ay brie./ atop in/ 

mado a convincing eaao for trteir 

coaaitnont to *3«atocracy. Thoy alao notad tholr critical need fs 
relatively email amounts of security assistance. econonie aid, 
ar.d aupport for thnir struqqlm? agricultural teetor. ! C> 

In recent vooks. there appears to have been an lncreaae in 
cuerrilla attacks and subversion. It is entirely ii^lY w * 

will see more polerialnq activity of this kind as thol 
elections approach. ^Unices tjic Army hea adequate suppert. 
certain elements/ _ may use the querrilla action as a 

reason to deferelections o* to Justify counter-productive, 
.repressive measures. Unfortunately, the Congress only provided 
*in nr-SS XM*T funds fro* the Administration si. 
security assistance request. whiio J h * 

_^^ 4 in security assistance provides hope for -he future. 
TtTeuTTjSea that we need to look for ways in which we can nel, 
mHPbetween now end their elections. IS) 

It is. thoroforo, requested that l*«y take t^e lead L? 

}wt2d^ir«i!S i w^ W * security aituetion. 

r aid conjidett f tt v( . 

activities by other 0eqoneles Wh\«h couii-Kevi .^ositiv. 
offoot oa internal security conditions, i 




. «<r 

Partially CKlifcifHf - / ilfuad on SAtf Oil 
•.ifr prtvit s sf EJ. 12J5I 1 
*/ i" • »! Sswf. CruKil 



assert e 


sexsitiv 
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i*» 4* fabrtro 4* i,96* 


Eu*a« RxsouTtcLS latGuumNAZ. 
uO Map la Av«. !nt 
Vice*, i 22^80. 


SaAoraa: 

trot iirifies* a u*t*4*a, para por 

t* niio utuei axtaadiaad* Z1 ZiSZZlZ *«. 

p er 3 ii 2 nil (10.CC0) rUlM ausoaitieoa, lo» ej;*U* aar* 
4aatiaa4«* far* uao axeluairo 4*1 Ijlreito 4a ^ : 

bi aariaraaxpartalra ai vaeills* a et?a pai* t 
“™%l 4«a;la* riaal. 

^iis «;» aprovaci* 1< ;* :il 


-, . * * ’ * >* 
■ .. 1 ► r t 

i< ’> . ” 


oritIra* ataatianti 
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"N 

i 1* da faferaro da i,995. 

J 


Silortit 

£fU8T lUOUXCU ISTOHATIOSJA 
rapid AVd. tut 
*iaaa, Va., 231*0. 

iaAoraa: 

Koa dlrlfiaoa uacadaa, para aui.'iitvlu ;ui per 
r« radio tituaa axtaadiasio 3?:?::;::::; 22 3t:. 3 ?:r 
por 3I5S tax (10,000} Ittru da axploaivo (£} - 3* o T.:z 
OS tXL (UUiUrOS (1,500) daeoaadoraa variadoa, loa emit 
aarfta daatlaades para uao axelviivo dal 2*4?ci;: da 
Bt'aa aaria reexport ado a at vaadldoa a ocre paia, atari: 
•t daaslso (iatl. 

9 * 

Sla atra particular, apravaada la oportualdad para a 
triMna ataataaaata. 

1CUSSIFIEI 


l» 4 * ) > M f , • 

Ao. i 

^»;;?::ac:on :t rarsro. ai 
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/da fatraro da 1,96! 


3.Sortsi 

oxut U5CUXCU aawmoju, 

«aO ttapla ivi. Cast 
Vitas, Va. t 2*160. 


5tSorts* 

;.*os dirlciaos a usttdts, para aaairsararXt* qua por* 
tt aadto astaxos axtaadlaadt C3tc:?::ac:c:: :s 2ISTi:.‘0 
dtl aactrial tut a eaatlauaeida tt dataXXa., aX casX sari 
tiaado para use taalualtt dtl CJIrtltt da p a? 

rA rasxpartadt al vaadidt a ttrt ptia, itihda « 

dtttias flaals 

A* ISO wttraXltlorar 

1. ISO aarttrta da 60 m. •oeapXatoi-. 

C. 100 sorttres dt 6i». •eoapXatos*. 

• 0. ISO Xaaaafraaadas R>?9 

t. *30 fustlaa ala rttrtttst dt S7a*.. 

Ala ttrt particular, aprsvaadt Xa epartualdad para 
ullUat ataataatatt. 
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S*2mS**MjA£juL flMtl't - T'S.* 



4* fibrin 4* 1 1 943. 



Siiinit _ 

onset usoatcu xstuamotv, 

4*0 Itapl* AT*, tut 

rust, v*., ui«9. 


Menu 

Co* dlriflaoe • uitiln. per* :ai:ii:irl>i wi sir • 
t* radio oataco* istisiliede CI3ri?ICAC.:.- -- 2£S.„. . . .. .v 
4*1 utirtil quo • eo&cuuacida •• eitiUi. •# c «ai iiri - 
dtaciaad* par* u*o amluatT* 4*1 Zjircieo da* 7 i 

a art nenertide al vtadtdo a acre pal*, ai*ado< 
al doatlaa f la all — 

K-79. 

4a Mas. 

4a dia. 

Sis atr* particular, ayraracha la oportuaiiad para a 
eribiraa acaataaaata* 


k» 10,000 -raaadaa 

B. - 3,000 (raaala* 

C. <4)000 graaadaa 


iciASSintu 


N 7:55 


• • a I ** ^ 


✓ **n» ' 

.Oi ‘ * V 





} 


1 * 4t ftbrirt la 1,919. 


Siflifftit 

osoT uscmtcis zanamavni 

4*0 ttaplt A*a. feat 
Via**, V*., M'*0. 


ii!:rii; 


-r* fc <iri|isoi • « t * 4 ; , v 2 St-r 5 ^-- J * “*5s4?r.*o , r:':l 
ca *a4io taraaaa »KirtiJ*li CpJJ*;;;r/ ±t ,, r i 7, 
dal etc trial *ua * ea*tlaua«iia *•*•••-!*« a. eual. aara 
tinted ;iri usa 4tl J *1 

ri niiHRila >1 miUi * atra Hi*. *-«'l 
laatxaa flaali 


A* 

>. 



Sj atra particular, aprcraaA* 1* apartusiial para w 


eviklfM ataataaaata. 


icussi® 


/ 

l 


\ 
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cptiucacio* a gts:n>o..yiwAL 

/i* 4a tiknro 4* i,96S. 


J- 


Stficraai 

orotar usoacu anawitiom 

«*0 Haplt at*, lut 
Vltaa, V*., 12180. 


$lf.4»i: 

|T«i * ultidM, para iisi.Mtirlii par * 

ta aadlo tataaoa txtaaditoio -E "tscrro rr:.'« , 

par MS Kit (2,000) alaaa aaei-paraeaalta y OP Kit ('< ,3C0) 1 
■lui utl*tuttti, laa coal*a atria 4tatlaa4aa para uao «x 
cluairo 4al Ijirelto 4^ 7 m atria rttxporttdtt 

ni Ttadldaa a aero pala, aia»4c^ , •! 4ti«iao Eiaal , 

Sis otto particular, apravtc&o la oportuai4ai para au 

-.... mnCIASSIFIEQ j 
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\ ■* <l« labraro 4a*i,9®5. 

^ V 

Safloraat 

orator XX 50 UXCU iraMArxowt 
«*0 rtapl# ati. Uit 
▼loot, Va., 221so. 

Siiorii: 

:<os dlrdclaoa a uaeadaa, para aaatr*a;arla* qua per'* 
:a caiio aaeasoa aseaadlaedo ca!!r:;A:::" 22 22S2Z'.'2 tz :v. 
par TttS htt (3*000) LAV 10CXXT3, 4 ua alaaaa daaeieadea pa¬ 
ra um anlualro dal Ej traita d^ y ao aaria rm 

,.n/ \ 

partadaa ai aaadidaa a atro pai*. aiacddi^ *1 dan 

M flaal< 

aia aero partisular, apravaaao la aportuoidad para i. 

UNCLASSIFIED 


wlllna ataat 
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Mtr*n _ 

ohmt motmcts cttzibaszoval 
*<* o nopit as*. imi 

VI***, V*., 2J1K. 

Mum 

dirifla** • par* sci.'iitclii nu* par' 

ti »iu titcet istNiitsit ca:?::;.::::: oz :zs::::c rzr. 

par ;m (10) lMMaatata* tUrc*^ 7 CXSttlSTA (90) a 

la* tiarra-aira, laa aval** via*** ititlstdti par* ut ax 
* \ 

air* 4*1 IJtrclta 4* .7 s* itrb r**x?ort*4oa &i 

'v , * **• . 

t—414a> • #«r# paia, al**4*' '#1 itttut riaal. 

Sim atr* parsiaalar, ofrasaas* la aporrusUol para 
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V . w -M* »- * 

military touryum mooihiwuits 


TSo foXlowiny aiXitary ayuipoent uijirvijfi have ban 
identified ao «na hiykeat priority _ [Aroy in 

coaeattiny tho Ceooumot yverriXXao'. Thoy*>ere Xioced^in aaqu« 
of hiynaet to Xowoot need wttbin ooeh cateyory. 


liMntl i 

— Vow or refurkiohod heXieeptera and oporo porto for oaiot: 
inventory. 

— dpere perta for fined winy ooryo alroroft. 

— Now or rofvrktiM fround attack aircraft and apart parti 
for csiotiny invoatory. 

»- Now trainer aircraft and related opera porto. 


Cround forcao IwiiooWi 

— CooBunicatioao eyuipaont, ineXudiny occur. voice ayataao 

-- verioue vohioXoo for troop and ioyiaticel tranoport. 

.. Kayinooriay ayuipoent, iacladiay kuXldoaero, roed-yradar 
and aarray iaotruoento. 
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Sa&craa: 

Sea dlrlfiaoa a uatadaa, para aaalltttarlaa qua per •» 
ta aadie aatasoa estaadltado C2*tI?XSASZCl.' ZZ DS3TM0 ftSU 
per CISCO nxxxons (9*000,000) da earcuehea Ball Aaao, call 
bra 7.dfea., lea aaalaa atria deatlaadoa para uae axelualto 
dal XJdrelta dy y ao atria rttxpertadea ai rtBdi« 

daa a otre paXa7~aitado" al daatiae fiaal. 

Ita atre partiaular, aarevicko la cpsrroaldad par* a-j 
erlblraa da uaaadaa ataacaaaata. 


ONCUSSIFlfO 
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Exhibit GPS-7 



NSC - Robert C. McFarlane 
Bud, 


My comments on the draft NSDD on Iran are 
attached. 



Attachment: 



U.S. Policy Toward Iran: Comment on 
Draft NSDD 
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Yne strategic icportanc# of Ira n and tM• v«lu« C f 
rtjjutiing our policy toward it «r« ciaar. 7ne drift SSCD 
cor.s t r-ct; vely ard pa:rsptive 1 y addresses a nuabar cf tnt **y 
. isswts. 1 .icwever. witn ont point in tna analysis 

and or,a specific raccrranda 1 1 on. 


Tie political dynamics in Iran art in flux and poorly 
understood, b*-t tna draft NSOD appears to exaggerate cjrrent 
anti-ragioa sentiment and Soviet advantages over us m gaining 
influence. Host importantly, its proposal that we perait or 
encourage a flow of «*rttrn eras to Iren :a contrery to our 
interest botn in containing Knomeinisa and in ending the 
excesses of tms regime. we mould not alter thie aspect of 
our policy wnen groups with ties to Iran are holding US 
noatagea in Lebanon. X, therefore, disagree witn the 
suggestion t.iat our efforts to reduce eras flows to Iran should 
be ended. If the NSDD is revised to reflect this concern, 1 
would like to see tne d aft again before it ie puJt in final 
fore. If it would oe helpful. I could ask oitfffof our aenior 
officers faailiar with t:iis issue to work directly with the NSC 
staff on tna suggested revisions. 


7ns steady Jecune of Iran's military capability is in our 
interest, and «a s.iou.d not facilitate the supply of weapons 
from Western Europe t lit would revive tnat ailitary capacity. 
A. i t supplies iron tne West ere not likely to retard Iranian 
overtures to tne Soviets but could Ironically prolong the 
Irsn-l.ag or. Given tne disparity in sir# between Iran and 
Irag. t.us co:.c uitirateiy nan an Iranian victory, and a 
fiei.i owrst of cnargy for ant i-A*er icam s» throughout tna 
region. 


Alao, in ngnt of our experience with restraining ares 
flows, it is unuxely tnat we could loosen the restrictions 
without tne flow oecoeing uncontrolled. If otner Western 
countries sell eras tney will do so primarily for coaaercial 
aotivea and wiui little ability or inclination to ragulate 
thair aalaa or to usa thao for carafuliy developed political 
purposes* For ua to ba aaan as boletaring tna Iranian ability 
to continuo tna war would bo a shock to Saudi Arabia, tha GCC 



■■mi- 

tnd*r pw- Cl ^ ■■ “ " 

3. R«i«, : • ' 
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IINCWED 

• 2 * 



ttatUi tnd lr«^. ft it Xrtn’t rtfuttl to tnd tht *«r «i • ?» 
Xrtq wnacn both kttpt tlivt tht tnrttt of t victory cv«r ; r «q 
tnd at drivin* tht Xrtnitn rtgitt mm ovtrturtt to tht 
USSB. wt nttd tnt ««r wound down, if not forttliy tndtd. 


Tht mhtrtnt laaitt on tht Jrtnitn-Sovitt rtlttiont*up trt 
undtrpitytd in tht VS 00 drtft. Xrtnitnt htvt t dttp hittonctl 
tattrutt of tht UitS. Tht Xrtnitn fttftrt to tht Sovittt trt 
for trot tnd for lioitttaont on Sovitt trot tupplatt to Xrtq: 
tht Xrtnitnt do not tttk t clott rtlttionthlp. Ivtn if tort 
Sovitt trot wtrt tvtaltblt. trtntXttanf thtt rtlttaonthap into 
tubtttntatX poXitieti influtnct would not bt tutoottac. tnd 
would bt rttitttd by powtrful tXtotntt within irtn. 


Dio Sovittt* utiilt contciout of tht ttrtttflc prltt Irtn 
conttituttt, htvt otiitr aoporttnt rtglontl rtlttlont tnd 

thtir ctutlout rtoXl< 



Roald probtbly bt txptettd. ft it uttfuX to rtctXX 
tntt Irtnitn-Sovitt rtlttiont gndtr tnt Shth wort eXottr tnd 
oor# cooptrttivt thtn titty trt now. 
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Exhibit GPS-8 
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mu tiiiu 



•IDS . 

i.a. mu. itci. iui 
ms. ifti. iiis. it*, is 
Slum. mssiiii iiiaua cast/ 


isacai 


sir. iui mis 


(anti fin. 


l. tag rauat tai laraaeatiee an si asts fa linn ir< 
^HIBI ir taa nia teal atttiseat. a aaat 
csasaifta vita fiussiv annus fa aif oasmeeai 
aiciaaeaas aa til taa iiu amciMS aaa aavi ana 
saaiistia aa latuiwuws if aasatai. m salts w taisi 
aaiaus faaa as aavi fiiiaia tat vauavtas taraaaafiaa 
aaiaa a aaasiaii aataaatfafivi. 


Wk 
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01)1601X6 


MM H tf II SIAM mill (ll/it MINI 101,,, 



i. lac stem i*it timid it idmii aaaacaiai 
laitaacrai. is atu-taon ia tat isi as a uimii 
raiaicatai. at is tat asimitii mi iiikim Msciiiii 
n aasiiai as a laaim laituittici aineii 

* 

s. aasaiai aas acta iai» tr tan in tais inuii taat at 
att mum ia aicaaatai ia ■■■■■ iaai hit an? 
•in nm aai aat aaiaaairai. ir taat is aar 
aitttattt it fat uaiaas. aas hit iisist mi 
cauaiirai ramciMM ii tic senia« vita ■■■■■ at 
•ill Mill, lai ■ via aat aim ia a taiiaatraa 
■mat nasi, ia •( raaaaii it a an in* ana iaia 
laaaiaas us fiasasil it ins. sit staii mmi. 

a. as sail as h iiab aanati ibis amiiacb is 
icim am fa vac itaaiais. at am ai tact ia laica ana 
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Exhibit GPS-9 
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FflOM: 

TO: 


The White House 

The Secretary of State's Aircraft 



Please deliver the following message from Bud McFarlar.e to 
Secretary Shultz personally and to no other for him. It must 
repeat must be opened by the Secretary only. If it is not 
posible to do so, then so advise this station. 

SUBJECT: israe11™Iranian Contact 

1. -=Top Secret Entire Text. * 

2 . Thie meeeage is for ^ou only and ont# we can exchange 
thought* on it, I would request that it notcfce ahared with ^ 
anyone. It concerna a proposal by an Iranian ofiticia^^idoraee 



by the Government of lar^li^It fees a short^tamjind-a long te: 
dimension to it. the fSbA-tera dimension concerna the seven 
ho.tegea; the long term dim.n.ion involve, the a.t.bli.hm.nt of 
private dialogue with Iranian official, on the broader relation: 
3. It may perhaps first be useful to provide aoae background o. 
how this natter came to my attention. Today, I recaived a 
private emissary who asked to convey e message from Frime Minist 
Peres. B.duc.d to its essentials, the oral mea.aga axpras.ed th 
Israeli position that their eccees ter Iranian officials (which 
bcce*. clear he. involved exten.iv. dialogue for sow time) had 
surfaced seriou. interest emong euthoritetive persona in th. 
Iranian hierarchy in opening . dialogue with th. west. A month 
or so ego, the Israeli* surfaced this interest in a Peres «.*«i 
with Michael Ledeen who reported it to me. S.par.t.ly, B.bin . 


UtffitOTO 


Eetlassiiied/Sekaied ^ 

undjr i?wftionl of E-0. J 
*jy 3. Pager, National Securij Council 


76-936 0—88-17 
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l . JLl ‘ '-4 «imU 

reported the contact to Sam Lewis and he to you. Ledeer. had \ 9p 
in Israel or. his owr and without any sponsorship from me but he 
did report the contact. I was awaiting a chance to report it to 
vnu when Sam’s report reached you and following your stated 


disinclination, I told Ledeen to state tersely to whomever n.e 
dealt with that we did not favor such a process. Re did so. 
4. Last week, during David Kimche’j visit, he asked for 10 



our disinclination and that he was instructed to determine its 
accuracy. I stated flatly that we could not undertake such a 
dialogue (or trialogue) at this time. David did not amplify in 
any degree as to what they intended but clearly understood my 

He againUmUJ^mH^^^^that r *^ st 

it with appropriate authorities and reconfirm it. I committed to 
do so but frankly thought it could wait until your trip and some 
of our more pressing business was behind us. My lone thought at 
the time was that it was interesting that Klmche 


* 0 


S. Than «mm today 1 • amiaaary who 

Ho otottd that laraol haa for aoao tima 
boon conducting mootings with high laval parsons in Tran. At a 
racant moating in Carmany attandad by Ximcha, a man namad A1 
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advisor to the Prime Minister named Gorbanifar, the Iranians 
presented a picture of contemporary Iran that was extremely 
pessimistic; continued economic decline, stalemate or. the war 
front; no improvement even assuming Khomeini's passing without 
having "an option." Their hope and that of what they portrays 
as a significant cadre of the hierarchy was to develop a dialogue 
with the west. At this point and often throughout the conversati 
Kimche reminded them that they were talking to Israelis who 
aren’t the •west" per se and what did they have in mind? The 
interlocutors stated emphatically that they sought a dialogue 
with the United States. The Israelis pressed (in the interest of 
vetting the bona fides of the Iranians with the real power in 
Iran) for some tangible show of their ability "to deliver" in 
euch a dialogue. The Iranians stated that they were very confide 
that they could in the short term, achieve the release of the 
seven Americans held hostage in Lebanon. But in exchange they 
would need to show some gain. They sought specifically the 
delivery from Israel of 100 TOW missiles* But they stated that 
the larger purpose would be the opening of a private dialogue 
with a high level Amerfcsr official and a sustained discussion of 
C3-Iranian relations. 

* *% 

6, The concept raises a number of imponderable questions. 


First, there is your very reasonable concern raised a month ago 
the sharing 

That is one has to consider 

such a "trialogue" would be affected over time by sustained 
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W 1 i r:.“> 


Israeli iP.volv«m«r.t. Surely we ought to expect that I*,.*!-, 


7. On the ehort term aspect, there is a family of questions 
related to our terrorism policy against negotiating with terrorist 
(notwithstanding the thin veil provided by Israel as the cutout 
or. this specific matter). As a footnote I have checked and 
determined that Iran had TOW missiles before the Shah's fall and, 
consequently, their using TOW* now would not necessarily raise 
too many eyebrow*. 

8. Then one has to consider where this might lead in terms of 
our being asked to up the arte on more and more arms and where 
that could conceivably lead, not juet in the compromise of our 
position, but to the possible eventuality of the Irsnians “vir.nin 
end where thet would put the security of the neighboring Gulf 
States. Clearly that is e loser. But I would think that, 
given the vulnerability of the Iranian interlocutor to our 
discrete blowing of hie cover with Khomeini, ought to enable uc 
to control that. 

9* At the end of the day, our long term interest remains in 
maintaining an ability to renew ties with Iran under some more 
sensible successor regime. Whether or not this contact is 
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C. rtftn iOTY 7LU 

ccrrectei *.c viable, stable parties ir. Iran remains to be se«n. 

Tt cculd he that these people are no more than self-serving, 
self-promoters who seek to curry favor with ar. element of the 
mil:t*ry_-- these who happen to want T0W$ right now. But I would 
think their risk, of exposure again, provides some insurance 
against that. And Israel is not noted for dealing with fools and 
charlatans. 

10. George, I cannot judge the equities on this. We need to 
think about it. But I don't think ve should tarry .JHHHHHBj 


On balance my 

instincts are to see our larger interest in establishing an 
entree to someone in Iran and the check provided by the Iranian 
interlocutor's vulnerability to being m bio\n m as giving us some 
insurance against perfidy. We could make a tentative show of 
interest without commitment and see what happens. Or ve could 
walk away. On balance I tend to favor going ahead. 

10. As a final note, and pleasa understand that I intend no 
comment on the N*A bureau for which I have profound respect, I 
don't believe this should go beyond you and Charlie Kill. It 
isn't at all that others lack judgment. It is simply a matter o 
the potential for compromise as the circle widens which is 


axiomatic. 
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^ nT erVsi.^r 11 return to leraei on Tuesdey. w« 

give h:r sere signal by then, preferably cn Monday Wa sh i.-gto- 
time._ I w *ll await and abide fully by your decision. 

12. Finally, the President has been m the operating roon f c - 3 
hours. T will keep you advised. 

» 

Warm Regards, Bud 

P. S. - I have just received word from Oon Regan that the op 
has been completed and was entirely successful. 
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Exhibit GPS-10 
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Donitrlmnit of s M/*> 
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gno*ats *4 1 


iran-iraq war oagan saptamoar iHO, nai producto wa.; 
o»ar a million caauaitiaa, witn c. *10,000 Iranian 
daatna and c. 15,000 Iraqi daatna . 

nid-narcn aoutnarn offanaiva andao witn iraniani 
gaining awaaplano in aicnangt for up to 20,000 «i. % ad. 

In Karen, Iraq rapaatad ita aarliar Jia of cnaaieai 
waapons; Iran naa not jaad ita naacant Z w capao;*ity. 

Iraq oagan aaiiy ooaomg of Iranian citits, including 
T anran, in Karen, noping to forca nagoc lat; oni. 

Iran, ac grtac diaaovancaqa in airpowat, raspondad 
wicn occaaional Scud msaila atnaaa against lagndad. 

No formal liaitad caaaafira anata, out attacks on 
cieiaa oava oaan auapanoad ainca juna IS. 

In Juna, Iran announcad anift to *dafanaiva noiy war*: 
fraquant amall*acala iccacia to inflict eaauaitiaa and 
ktap Iraqis off-oaianca, out no aora oig offanaivaa. 

ittiaaant yroapacta 


XIX. US Policy 


Iraq wants coapcananaiva caaaafira and nagotiatad 
•atciamant of too war. 

Iran rafuaaa to nalt fighting unlaaa Iraq condamnad at 
aggraaaor and Xraqi ragiaa ramovad; maanwniit aaaaa to 
praaaura Iraq on cw uaa, oomoing, and snipping attacks. 

nadiation afforta oy 

J^itc. all lad nownaca ano ara now 


0S6 aaaaa nagotiatad aattlamant praaarving aovaraigney 
and territorial intagnty of ootn aidaa. 

OS ooaa not supply arms to aitnar aida and activaly 
oiacouragoa aalaa to xran oy os fnsnds and alliaa. 

OSC naa puoliely condamnad Iraqi c* uaa and oppoaas 
oomoing of citioa. 


*eo continuo to atrangtnan aacunty cooparation witn 
Gulf atataa. 


• IK iu* 



dojn 


2HI5 
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city mi fcaa tka NiiIImi tkm(k aa ta Maiataat 


yM aatiaa yw atll kw 
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aiaiaaa aat aatiaaa ikaiU M 


. M. mvivMi. UiNfk m ta Maiataat 
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Mt la um liMl aaalyala yw 
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Dm Pvaai«aat. 


S fcaaa ilratta* Maiataat Mavatary Mcaaa ta laaaa 
iMtraatiaaa ta ay aaaa aa4 aarva aa tka ytlury aaaaaal aatiaa* 
llak kataaaa aa aa* Ckiafa at Maaiaa la kla araa at 
caayanaik*llty. Taa afcaal* afcaaaal all aaaaayaa «aalla« altk 
aalicy acayaaala. yalliy laalaaantatlaa. ytiytia aatiaitlaa aa* 
yaat iyaml**i ta a* tkraafh kla. altk tka wataratantlaf tkat 
tac aitraaitlaary altaatlaaa tkara ara akaiutala at tiraat 
aapatMiaatiaa altk aa tkat aca avatlakla tar ymr aaa. 

•iaaaraly yaare. 
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Exhibit GPS-14 


* •• W..7 J 


L t.’ Jj.i 





4696 


No. 


The Embassy of the United States of America 
presents it compliments to the Ministr^o^Foreiari 
Affairs a nd expresses regret that the 
■■■"as unab | e t0 fulfil t he request of the 
Government of the Unit ed States for the humani tarian 
to 

The Embassy of the United State^ofAmerica wishes 
to avail itself of this opportunity to renew to the 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs the assurances of its 
highest consideration. 


Embassy of the United States of America 
November 23, 198S 



^jrtia.'Iy Declassified/fieleased on Aj Jilu Ijt 7 
under provisions of E.O. 12356 
by 3. Reger, National Security Council 
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Th< O^tctof o< Ccnirct «<vcii*jcr*c 

-inn pr*' .W 


W% Qrr, 


UNCLASSIFIED 

* 


35 Novamoer 1985 

1 0 4 00 


MENORANOUM POR: v ’ c# r ** Joftrv M. Poindexter, »SN 
Oeouty Assistant (o the President 
for fUtionel Security Affairs 

SU8JEC7: Presidential Piling on Middle tas: 


Pursuant to our conversation this should 90 to 
cne President for nis signature and should not ae 
passed around in any hands below our level. 



Attachment: 
As stated 


ci 6v accscr 

RVW OAC?. 
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finding Pursuant to Section jjJo$ the Foreign 
A$iut4/\ci Act of 1^61, As Amended, Concerning 
’ Operations (JndtreiKift oy she Central IneiUutnct 
Agency- in Foreign countries. Other TMn Those 
^tended Solely for tr.e Purpose of Intelligence 
Collection ' [ 


G 40 


l have been briefed on the efforts being made by private 
parties to ootam the release of Americans held hostage i.-t 
the Middle East, and hereov find that the following operations 
in foreign countries (including all support necessary to 
such ooerations) are important to the national security of 
the United States. Because of the extreme sensitivity of 
these operations, in the exercise of the Presiden *s consti¬ 
tutional authorities, I direct tne Director of Central 
Intelligence not to brief the Congress of the United States, 
as provided for in Section 501 of the National Security Act 
of 194 7, as amended, until such time as I may direct otherwise. 


SCOPE DESCRIPTION 

Hostage Rescue - The provision of assistance by the 

Middle East Central Intelligence Agency to 

private parties in their attempt to 
obtain the release of Americans 
held hostage in the Middle East. 

Such assistance is to include the 
provision of transportation, 
communications, and other necessary 
support. As part of these efforts 
certain foreign materiel and munitions 
may be provided to the Government 
of Iran*which is taking steps to 
facilitate the release of the 
American hostages. 

All prior actions taken by U.S. 
Government officials in furtherance 
of this effort are hereby ratified. 


The White House 
Washington, D.C. 




Oate: 
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Exhibit GPS-16 



--I amvery unenthusiastic about this; 


5 AftSD 

040 - 1 , rtB 


—We have mad* tha point foe years that we will not make deals 
with terrorists. If we start paying now, it will never stop 
' and will negate the whole policy; 

—Ultimately, the whole story will come out someday and we will 
pay the price; 

--I also doubt it will buy us the kind of .nfluence we want in 
Iran. The only people there who can gee our hostages free are 
the radicals. They will not be influenced by our supplying 
arms. Although moderates may welcome our help, they have no 
influence in freeing our hostages; 


—We also have to think about the effect on our moderate Arab 
friends. They will be badly shaken if they ever find out that 
we are breaking our commitment to them and helping the radicals 
in Tehran fight their fellow Arab Iraq; 

•-Our Allies would also be shocked if they knew we were helping 
Iran in spite of our protestations to the contrary; 

--I believe we should put this operation aside, step back and 
take a hard look at where we are going with Iran. He should 
have two or three people work quietly with John to look at how 
best we can increase the chances that in the coming years Iran 
will turn back to us and the West. 




u 


UNWED 



U ' 
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Exhibit GPS-18 
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vtu tittlu ytMHi UUvUmIi 

n w f t U HU ta M. ImnMtt UttNiU u< 4a 

■at a aat aat a* tap part MitwUl miUm 

M. m(mu, iww rty w UMtitMi. Car ttoa 
pufiM ati 111 nufelliuif a aata aatarata f »m « 
aaa« la Iran, III atotalaUfIraa’ttoaa aiyalflaaat 
latallifaaaa tat ailanlM 4* tatacaiaa ila 


aartaat Iraniaa lawtwul'a UiutitM vita niytti «* 
lu aalytotoarr u4 vita raapaat ta tarrarltt aata, u4 
111 fwttoarlaf ttoa ralaaaa a< tav Mariana toatifti 
k*U la taint u4 pravaatiaf attltiaaal urmtit aata 
k| ttoaaa ymapa. fravlta faata. latallifaaaa* aaaatar* 
latalli faaaa , traialaf, yalfaaaa u4 aaaaaalaatlaaa aat 
attar mmiuit aaaiataaaa ta ttoaaa tlaatiu, ma t, 
latlvltaala# llaiaaa aarvlaaa u4 tlirt aaaatrlaala 
af ttoaaa aativitiaa. 


Ttoa OK «1U aat aa faallltata affarta fey tUrt aartlaa 
ta4 taut aaaatrlaa ta aatatliaa aaataat vita aaaarata 
alaaaata vlttola aat aatalta taa favaraaaat at fraa ky 
praaitiaf ttoaaa alaaaata vita aasa. ttvipanl aat 
•alatat aatovial la attar ta aaaaa a a taa aratitoillty at 
ttoaaa alaaaata la ttoalr attart ta aatlava a aata 
paa-f.t. favaraaaat la ttaa toy taaaaatratlaa ttoalr 
iMlllf ta atotaia itfililu taaaarcaa ta talaat ttoalr 
aaaatry aaaiaat Ira* aat iatarraatlaa toy ttoa taviat 
ttoiaa. ftola aayyart vill toa tlaaaatlaaat It ttoa M. 
favaraaaat laaraa ttoat ttoaaa alaaaata torn a to aataaat 
ttoalr yaala af aataratlar ttoalr favarwaaat aat 
ty r aariatail ttoa aatarlal far yaryaaaa attoar ttoaa ttoat 
yraaitat toy ttola Vlatlay. 


SaraE,... TOP SKRElrS 
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uepartmenc oj stace 


face n of is smc mm witjiuii cn/is 1113(4 

FERES) RHASH06SI. AID AN IRANIAN AIMS MERCHANT NAMED 
CNORIARifAR IASLEAZE IAS OF 0UII0US RESUTEl 

> •• Nil CLAIMED CHAT ARRANCEMENTS HAD IEEN UNDERWAY FDR 

SOME TIME THAT FACILITATED LARSE-SCALC SALES OF CRAIN 
Ml 11 TART SNARE FARTS ANO WEAFONS TO IRAN FROM COUNTRIES 

asOB •j ) 9 \A 

*• NIR INDICATED THAT NE WANTED ROWIANOS' LONMRO COMFANT 
TO FROTIDE AN UMIREILA FOR THE MANACEMENT OF FUTURE 
SALES. 

•• RHASHOCS. CLAIMED THAT WERT (IS MONET WAS INVOLVED 
AND HE EVIOENUr SNOWEO ROWIANOS RECEIFTS FOR vERT 
LARCE SCALE TRANSFERS OF CASH TO SWISS IANRS. 

•• AS NIR OESCRlIED THE OFERATld* SNARE FARTS ANO 




• • * 0 

OUTGOING 

NOOMZ 


-• ACCOROINC TO NIR ANO RHASNOCCI MART (USINESSMEN 
WERE AL RE AO T FI AT I NC THE CAME. THE SCHEME MOREOVER WAS 
OR AT WITH THE AMFRI CANS. IT MAt IEEN CLEARED WITH 
THE WHITT HOUST. FOIIOEITER AUECEOLT IS THE POINT 
NAN. ONLT FOOR FEOFLE IN THE U. COVERNMEHT ARE 
RIOWIEOCEAlLC Atoar TIE flan, the state DEPARTMENT 
has mi cur our. 


*• ROWIANOS ALSO CHECKED THE STOIT 
CONFlINEO IT WAS FOR REAL AND THAT 
CUT 


our wirH| 

HE WAS SETTING 


3. COMMENT 
FICRED UF IN 


I ASSUMED THAT WHEN THE ISRAELIS WERE 
IURNUOA FOR ALLS CEO INVOLVEMENT IN ANOTHER 


MM<Hmrwc 


ii? 7 
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Department of State 


\*L. 

Mtt M or ts state mn< Idiec mm cti/ts 

SAit nr ams ro iran. the presibeit has pot a holo on 
this mill oisTAsrtrw. operation. cvroeMTLr that is 

HOT THE CASE. HEW ELEMENTS’ SUCCESTE0 ST THIS REPORT 
A*t Tha^M) THE ISRAELIS ARE SERVIRS AS MIOOLEMEN 

SALES TO IRAN AT PRECISELY THE MOMENT 
WHErTHE JAIANCE IN THE I RAN* I RA O WAR MA Y R£ SHIFTINO 
TOVARS TEHRAN ANO <21 SIVEN THeMHBorNCCT I ON 
THIS ENTIRE OPERATION. NAT IE 0 E S ISNE^aT A MEANSOF 
SIPHOHIICOrrAOSI TIOHAL MATERIEL FOR WrNflHjjim 
LESAL CONCERNS NOT TEMPOS! 

ANT CONSTRAIRTS WHATSOEVER ON OUR FRIEH03 IN THE WHITE 
HOUSE. ROWLANOS MENTIONED NO ACENCV CONNECTION BUT 
I WOULO IE ASTONISHEO IF THERE WAS NONE. ENO COMMENT 


s/s-j 

oiireciN 

MEZM HOOT U 


l<)\2 


«■ CHARLIE ASHED ME WHAT J T HOU «NTjOF THJ.l,_l_._£XPHESSES 

MT PERSONAL 013TASTE FOR AN OPERATION- THAT CUTS ACROSS 
08R EFFORT TO RESTRAIN ARMS SALES T« THAN. PARTICULARLT 


WHEN IT Ml CRT If ACHIEVING THE UPPER HANOI IN THE 

CULF WAR ANO WHEN IT REMAINED OESICATES. TO THE SYSTEMATIC 

SOPPOHT OF TERRORIST OPERATIONS ANO THE HOLOI IS OF 

AMERICAN HOSTASES. CHARLIE EIPRESSEO TOTAL ACREEMENT 

ON SUISTAICE ANO AOSEO NIS OWN ANXIETIES AIOUT THE 

POTENTlAL OOMESTIC POLITICAL RAMIFICATIONS OF THIS 

FOR THE PTtil BENT CLEARL 1 K RCCOS1IZES THAT IF 

PST ROWLANDS IS urORMCO ASR MANY RILSINESSMEN ARE 

■AS I NR OIT USE RAM I TS ON TNI S HAL IT WILL NOT 

LORD REMUS COMF1 BESTIAL. 

* 

5 . a AML IE ASREI m et re s he smmmu tare the mtter up 
tin i own poroExm. i encourages him to express his 

OWN VIEWS OlltCTLT TO JOMM AM IF THE OPPOITUNITY 
PTEHSm ITSELF TO SPEAR BlltCTIT TO THE PRES IOCRT 
ABUT Tils NATTER. I TOLB RIM THAT I WOULO INFORM VOU. 


CHARLIE WILL PROIAIIY CALL TIC PARTY -• EITHER IOHN 
OR TM PITSI IT NT — EARL T SATURDAY TOITO TIME. 
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X. 


MBBTIHO WITH TUI NATIONAL SECURITY PLANWING CROUP {MSPCf 


PURPOBl 


OATft 
LOCATIONi 
TINS! 

FROMi 


Friday, May if, IfIB 
White House Situation Roes 
ill00 a.a. - 12i00 noon 
> 7 

JOHN N. POINOIXTI* 

n 


To resolve iaauaa on aid to tho Nicaraguan Democratic Resistance 
Forcaa (DRf) and our currant posture in the Contadora process* 


XX. BACKGROUND 

Ths daisy in- Concessional action on your aid proposal for the 
ORF 0 coupled with the ongoing Contadora discussions, are creating 
expectations and anxieties in the U.S. and in Central America. 

The resistance itself is increasingly desperate as available 
supplies are depleted. As of Kay 1, no further medical supplies 
or clothing are available. By ald«June the outside support the 
resistance has received will have been consumed, and no further 
significant support appears readily available. 

As tlM goes on without any DBG or outside assistance, the 
capabilities and morale of the resistance will bo seriously 
debilitated. Oespite our assurances to the Central American 
democracies, ve still do not have a clear legislative path that 
will assure a positive vote in the next few weeks. This factor 
is also Influencing Central American thinking on the Contadora 
accord. 


Contadora negoti ations are scheduled to resume in Panama on 
Friday 



The Band ini stas will likely proclaim that they are prepare* to 
alga another version of the treaty# containing proposals which 
our friends have rejected. We will then find ourselves engaged 
in a propaganda contest in which each side will claim the other 
is intransigent. Our objective should be to support our friends 9 
position as a positive and constructive Central American effort 
to deal with the region 9 * problems# while denouncing the 
Sandlnlstas for refusing to negotiate. 


Oe££aI/ifyt— 


cc Vice President 



V ' ^ EJ -1235# 


tr 
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■Moo learns i*"Wj '» ? *H . 

asm ti ji »sw 

-M piMttl/WfltKi:.: I 


rrS5RfTSTT 




SECRET 


mm i m * 



-r:, r —J.. .—.created considerable 

•peculation that a treaty la about to be signed by the Central 
Americans which would 'sell out* the OW. Thla NSK masting ia 
an opportunity for you to clarify the facta and restate our 
poaitlon on Contadorai 


The US« will tupport a verifiable and enforceable treaty 
which enauree that all the Contadora 21 Points are 
addreaacd. " 


That thia country cannot and will not be a party to any 
agreement which doea not aaaura that implementation of these 
21 Pointa can be fully verified. 



A conaiatent Administration position on Contadora. as indicated 
above, will be helpful in Central America and with the Congress. 
Our legislative experts advise that the only realistic vehicle 
for aid to the DRF is the Military Construction Bill which is 
pending Committee action in yie House. We have indications that, 
while Speaker O'Neill will accept DAT aid amendments to this bill 
during the week of June 9, he has no intention of allowing it to 
pass. Even if such a vehicle passes in the House, we stand a 
good chance of filibuster in the Senate and the likelihood that 
*o aid would be available until August or September 1986. 

Given the urgency of the situation within the resistance, it is 
important that we identify measures which can provide some form 
of immediate assistance. Three options have been developed: 

— An immediate reprogramming of S1SH from 000 to CIA for 
humanitarian assistance to the DAP. These funds would 
rsduce your subsequent request from S100M to $85M. This 
action would require approval in the Rouse and Senate 
Intelligence Committee, the Armed Services Committees, and 
the Defense Appropriations Subcommittees, we can sake a 
good case that this humanitarian assistance (SSM per month 
through August 19861 Is essential to maintain the option of 
DAP pressure in order to improve prospects for a verifiable 
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and enforceable Contadora agreement. Those who counsoi 
delay pn any DRF aid until after tht Contadora procota has 
"played out" can bo deterred by the argument that a 
ceasefire undor Contadora atill requires tho ORf to survive 
vhilo "national reconciliation negotiations" are underway. 

— A Presidential appeal for private donations by U.s. 
citizens. Such a scop would undoubtedly result in 
considerable domestic criticism and perhaps a Congressional 
move to make such activity unlawful. He would also have to 
ensure that donations were properly managed and disbursed 
in such a way as to support a broad based democratic 
resistance movement. 

-- A direct and very private Presidential overture to certain 
Heads of State who are financially and politically capable 
of "bridging" the resistance needs until a more favorable 
Congressional environment obtains. Such a step would likely 
allow us to demonstrate the viability of the resistance 
without having to endure further domestic partisan political 
debate. This option has two significant liabilities! 

- Public exposure would exacerbate the current partisan 
atmosphere. 

- The foreign contributors would ultimately expect that 
their largesse would result in some kind of USG 
concession in their favor. 

finally, all agree that our policy in the region on both 
Contadora and the resistance requires you to Increase your 
personal profile on the issues. If this meeting results in 
consensus on these two issues, we should quickly submit a 
Presidential Message to the Congress noting the immediate need 
for the S15M in non-military assistance to the ORT. Your Message 
should cite the consequences of a failure to act ar.d its national 
security implications. 

IXZ. PARTICIPANTS ! See clearance list at Tab B. 

IV. PRESS PLAN ! None. 

V. S1QCPIC1 Of EVENTS s See agenda Tab A. 

Prepared byi 
Oliver North 
Ray Burghardt 

Attachments 

Tab A - Agenda 

Tab B - List of Participants 
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KITTING WITH THt NATIONAL StCUglTY PtAWINO GPOUP (NSPO 

Friday, Hay IS, IMS 
«hit« ffouaa Situation Rooai 
11:00 a.a. • 12*00 noon 


X. ..John Polndaxtar 

(2 almitaa) 

XI. INTELLXGIKCt SftXIFING.Oiractor Caaay 

(S alnutaa) 


XXX. CONTADORA SUMMARY 


Sacratary Shuler 
(10 alnutaa) 


IV. PISISTANCI FUNDING OPTIONS; 


John Polndaxtar 
(10 alnutaa) 


V. DISCUSSION.All 

(3C ainutaah 

* 

VI. SUMMARY.. . . ..John 1 Poindaxtar 

(3 ainutaa) 
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Exhibit GPS-26 



FROM: ARA - Elliott Afcram»(^A 

SUBJECT: Ntws story on Administration Support for Privats 
Donors of Aid to tbs'Nicaraguan Rssistanct 


Tbs Miami Htrald csrritd an articls on way 6 conctrning tbs 
rolt of tbs NSC's Ollis North in introducing potsntial donors 
to rssistanct rsprtssntativts snd raised tbs possibility that 
North's activitiss nay bsvs violated tbs Congrsssional ban on 
aid to tbs rssistanct. Tbs sourct of tbs information about 
North was given as a "Stats Department intslligsncs analyst*. 

* * 

Tbs President's request for aid facts an uphill battls for 
Congrsssional approval. Thsss rsports only males our sfforts to 
gain approval of tbs Prssidsnt's request mors difficult. I 
bops you will join as in reemphasising tbs nssd for sensitivity 
in our dsalings with tbs prtss on this issus. 
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TO: ARA * M: . Elliott Aorant^ 

FROK: INR - Morton xoriml^^tj 

SUBJECT: Newt Story on Aomin istcation Support for P;ivat* 

Donors of Aid to tn« Nicaraguan Resistance 


Thanks for calling our attention to tha Miami- Harare 
article. I have directed tnat a thorough security 
investigation oe conducted immediately in INR to try to 
determine if anyone here was in fact a source. 

I am troubled however by the statement in your memo that 
ays ‘the source of the information about North was given as a 
jtate D epartment intelligence analyst." The article (attacned) 
lists the following sources: ' 

—Philip Mabry of Ft. North 

—"A congressional source* 

—’Administration sources* 

—’Administration sources intimately involved in the contra 

programs* 

—*A Stste Department intelligence analyst* 

—'* Administration sources* 

—*An administration official authorised to reply to 
inquiries* 

—•Other admir.istrstioa officials* 

, —Ar.dy Messing 

—Tor. Davy 

Journalists cover their sources, so that the same source 
may be quoted more than once (and it is curious tnat he would 
seemingly finger ZMt) but it is clear that tnere were a-goodly 
numoer of sources. At all events, given Congressional 
strictures on the intelligence community in regard to support 
of the m, Z dom't think Ollie would have given any IKR 
officer the name of a private security consultant to whom 
potential contrs aid donors were to oe referred. Zt would also 
be surprising tnat such an event weuld.heve gene unrepor.ted to 
our Front Office. 


Attachment: 

1. Miami Berald Article 

2. Aorams/Aoremowit* Heme of 5/22/It 
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TO: 
rltOM: 

soajccr: 


3/S - Mr, PiJtti ^ 

3/0? - aofctct 3, 0*kl« 

Efforts to free US Hostages in Lebanon 




Z believe (and hop#) that Mika Arnacost spoke to tha 
Sac catary before ha left about tha lacast USC effort to 
ootain tha releese of OS hoaca<jaa, following tha discussion 
had wieh Acnia and me ^ nd tha scron o emphasis placad oy 

_^__ :n maintaining me 

•principle of no deaie, no eansom roc hostages. iou may wisn 
to discus* this .nano with oe sand it to hiia; if you prefer, 

I will sand it dicactly. 


My own pacsonal information on what has baan going on 
cacantly is circumstantial, basad upon using common sansa to 
daduca what easily lias bahind cactain actions takan for 
hostage-release purposas which saan highly irrational unlass 
thara is a hidden axplanaeion. However, whan put togathar 
with othar infocnation acquired saparataly ovar tha oast two 
weeks by Arnia and 'like, plus knowladgo of /hat has '.aepened 
hafocaandtha vary obvious but unspecified .ceenmg of :h« 
thay ara twere of an stmr.ptsd "deal* 
mTr^t^io doubt as to what was gcing cn during ths last 
tan days in May. This was in diract blatant violation of 
'basic hostaga policy approved, caappcovad, seaead and 
rastatad by tha ?rasidant and tha Sac rotary of Stater it -.-as 
squally in violation of both tha policy and tha law cn arms 
transfers to certain countries: and it has explosive 
domestic political and foreign policy implications. There 
is evidently an assumption somawhara that noehing will aver 
be known publicly, at least wieh any reasonable degree of 
certainty; therefore anything goes for hostage ralaasa which 
is humanitarian and should be popular at home. 


Cn ny Judgment this is both a terrible way to conduct 
foreign or domaseie policy and a naive, unrealistic, 
dangerous disservice to President Reagan. Too nany people 
strongly suspect or know at least part of what is going on, 
and sra badly upcst by it or have partisan reascnc :o loan 
it, for silence to concmua to prevail snouid there oe 


*•'23 OtJif 
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furthur ilfoctj. :f thutu 3nouid bo a succassfui rs-aisu 
th# truth will still llnosc cartainly coma out, vitn joy 
over ruTurn of cua hostagas only :*npor3nly ovursnacowing 
cough quustions/csiciciams/accusacions from casta;.-. :os*tgn 
' jovarnnunes and dom«3Cic political cisclo3. lr. addition co 
puolic criticism*, c.naca is tha proaiam -- cfta.n cicad 
corractly by th# Sacratary — that tnosa holding our 
hostagas and ochar potaneial hostaga-caxing croups will know 
of ie and will know to dasl with or gat things from 
Onitad Status, finally, avan if thara war* to bo no outsida 
knowladg# of thaaa afforts to ignora fundamantal policy 
tanats, th# supar-aacrs'tiva, apparantly hypocritical 
approach to tha problom has a significant nagativo i.npact 
upon many of thosa who ara awata of it and who ara also 
invcivod in doing choir utmost in working faithfully for 
hastaga ralaasa and on othac prohlaas within policy 
guidalinas. 



?.S. this issuo with Arnacost, 

chan wTti^n#HSC^haTc#t tnearagancy group and finally nor* 
strongly in pcivat* with VJUJM Poindsxtac. ?h#y apparantly 
had two raasons foe doing so: trying to stay togathac with 
us on nattars of principla; and angac that wa might ha 
deviating from tha orincinlaf^ 


".ay 

war* not oltasud by Paindaxcar's unvi..;ngn**s to "-.as:". 
Acnacost's statonanc that w* will not pay ransom for -.ostaco 

ralaasa. 


±;Wf7 


y\i t • 




h>!Y Ihui: John icmvinr aA > > » > I i 

;ubj<*ct: PM«tr blAvk cnfr* Ui VvLi lU'J. * l 

»ut of'the last m<!pg oo '-Ol.ttdl .aeiica Shultz aqtttd that be Mould think 
• hast thiol counti j sources. T (anted to qet «■ ansMer Icon bln so •• could 
t out ol the business. ,.s I undetstand the It. there * s hothino thlt 
..tetents -tale Iron qettlnq involved in this non. To a, knonledqe Chnltz knous 
•Othinq abcut the pilot tinanciuq. I think it should stay that *av. Hr concetn 
"f *\ : nd , 0,, i ;■**“*» •«: - tie.. Mould op t b. a scl.^up i 

to ,ui ?, -t lunch. He said hi I IIMI I I I is yoi.,, 

lots aoneif .* 

Uk«* a ^ood prospect, Shultz - 9 wT^^SETd77iiotT>Itb^r>o^ couicTb* 

t s!id e [ha?*u" C S 4 i <, . l ‘Ta tl * 0 “' ,ht Sh " Ul coul| l Jdst hand tnea an account auahetjll 
t said that Mas a bad Idea not at all lettini on that Me had access to 
tccounts. . told Llllot that the best .a, .si tot to d!re« tJeir 

-•btissy here to ceceite a pecsoo that ** Mould d%si^HK and th%* fu.ds could * 
»e Uansterm.l through hi*« Door* t you thank that 15 I still want to 
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:Odece yoec titlkilllf. Ut N Noi ibAt yoa tbiek «i4 I will Ulk to Gtoc^i, 

: Afi«« «bo«t CIA k«l M kav« got to get tka la^ialatioa put* 

fiiuil mil CMC A i 

•sc rood: osoLi --cpia to: Isjbp —CMl ot/io/de 2J:2«:5e 

?o: I5JHI —CPU 

laplf to aata of OI/Jl/IS 93:71 
•of* raoi: otivfa ootTit 
tablet: PilflTE IUII CltCK 

topetelly foa bava by Mb baaa iafocaal that OttO/PDb safely calaaiad tbo alibi 
loot Cacaaii tbfto aMaii| jast bo to to latk ot tbo rellgloua coaiaao at 

•raaillai* fraaklib A* boo do 4 »octb ib atteapt to 9 «t occoss tbo baSa 14 \\ 12546 

•afore tbo SAitiilitis cob ctooo la oo bio* At tbio poiat tbo oalf liabilitf 
•o .till bava la oao ol OfbO CtiCT IbC»*s alcplaaeo la aired la t bo bid (it ia 

talay aooaoa Ibara) pBHHHBpHUlHHl^aV bopo to 

aato it oat by dona. Oa a *opotato bit taUili aatter: Tbo raiflbp thy I aakod 
to speak to fom ergeatly earlier today is that Kay called Elliott ibraoa 
regarding the third coeotry tsso e* Illic it ha^talfcadto Shelts aid had 
•repared a paper, re 90109 to tbalHBaad coat ri bit loss* 

111lott cikied be aad asked "shore to sebd the boboyT* I told Elliott to do 
lothing, to seed no papers dadto talk to bo oao farther aboot this oatil be 
tal ( k 9 to yoa* No Is seeitg yoa privately toeorcos. At this poiot I seed yoar 
»«lp. as yoa k»o«i 1 have the accoaats aad tbo beaas by ehicb this tbib 9 seeds 
to be accodpiiahed* I have ao idea ehat Shells hop es or d oos o*! kaoc# b at ho 
;oeld prove to be eery unhappy |f be lcaras ot t he aad aid 

that has bees gives la the past frob soseoae other rbas yoa« did ACN over tell 
Jbnlti? 
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boaca.aa ^ci^^a^atJua^tBae^CraB*!!*^ b#yoad «*ttlnf CB* 
»♦ «m f ui taat iw Iom bm^L 1 !.* 1 " •«aeaft« pni* i, 
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■ogjBisrgL^^ to * ga^aaaa - — id — 


• ptopitioua mhc jnSn^PHiP ,H “ acaiJUV 
'’••a elaax uut eta l®*f* *°a u oaa unt 

ax. eo SKS^SAJE* 


Za u* —irrii la. ao 
ow £«m£ g*» if ii i 


»• ax. fala. to 
t vbo will rtctU 

• *M aa um tax 






to tna concarno rototo by your 
(co^ordm? erado eitwMfi Iiroal md 


I ii wr, 
conottruant 
Iron. 

A« pore or our effort* eo conoat international tercoctoo, 
cmo Admntitratton hoo tnpoaed rtoencetono on aiporta of 
leneittv* icon. aucn oo miliary e^utpnant and aircraft, to 
Iron, we novo not, however, tapoaed o eotoi trod* **00190 on 
Iron, wt oro aware enot *ony friendly countctea, tnciudinf 
uJIii, trade eo aooe eitent with Iron. we do not oppoae aU 
uado ilia Iran, .not wo do oppooo id tho aele of km fey any 
country eo Iran. 

Our pooitton on tnia itauo aoa been 
out fci.na., ifttluain, Th. ««»•««••"* ‘“fj 1 *?* 

«*«ur*d u». «n f..(>on«. to out toquoot*. *M* *£•» 5JJ., 

Itu KM to iron or approve ouch oale oy private individual*. 

I hop* e hit information w ill ba of aoiiatanct to 

e o ■■■■BHfli f 






A** 


Sincerely, 








5 ^ o oo 5 (j> 
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*0W tik# yoor clot. TV© thlngt hivt co*t into *y lifo which arc of intsrsst 
to you. TH« first i« word fro* on# of tht /tv politieisns f respect th«t Hike 
limit 4otSA*t hsvt 4 thence in thi Herylend Sensei rtci. Tht second ii thee C 
•ori* tbtftlts fliuUy rtiHlit vhtt tn enoroovs job you hivt done (if hi didn't 


before, ho dots nov t/ttr four hours this evnexnf «t his pltcs with Just ths to 
ur if ut preechinf tht yospsl to Hi* (to include lUott's ksy cols 



5950 




UNCUSSIFIED 
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Exhibit GPS-33 



oo «*ura 

M UUJUU IOC JTiTI nx 
lTTS4Sif 
00 MJtHC 

Of *JfXSH f)H3 U0H1I 
M UUULU ro< 

. o oimBoct «7 
rn amKsst san salvacoi 
TO KlCHU/USU V4VOC IMVOIATI i«T« 
UW/UCSTITI MMC ItMOUri CiM 
UUCt/fICDC# MMC t*CUT| 

**o*ha/visouths oluuwy aw tiMoun 

M»M/MOt 4 StY HAMA XU t**DUT| Ottt 
ftjfrOR/AMMASfY BAHAMA UMDUTf OMi 

xioxj/AMoxAStt um jom iwoiin a»7 

K*HT*/AMMA*|T TtOXlOAL^A I>**DlATt HTf 

ft 

IKUI 1AM SALVADOR iMCl 

usu 

yin « a. r/or hamiltw 

ST ATI TOO U4AMA 

SfQMR TOO OASO/RA 
SOUTHCOO TOO SCRA 
07V*0 TOST! 700 RAO'S 

1.0. 12300: N/A . 

SUMCT: TOfll OUlOAMCt: TORI 94 RUM OOUOB IN 
kICMUXU> 

1. TOtT IS USIN* TOUOWM IN N9QMX TO MDO 
OAITIM 0X1)100 RUNS 00U0BD IN KICAMjA; 




2. 0: TV* OOVfVOOT OR NICAJUXU II CUUMXM THAT 

TV* SOU SUOVIVQO OR A RUM P0»*P IN SOUTMJM 
NICARAGUA IS CUOM HARMJR. A U.S. MUTAff? AOVISS9 
IN a SALVAOOO. CAM TOU 09# I Off 

S. A: TV* ALUOAHM OR T>* SON THAT fUOKM 
HATV#UR IS A U.S. MUTAff AOVtSf* IN A SALVACQO 
AM OORVimi RAkSt. NA/IMVJR IS MT A OUT ART 
T1AMI RTTX TV* U.S. WLITART OKU* IN a SM.VAOQ0. 

M IS MT AM •#V0m OR TM U.S. OOAIIT 01 a 
SALVADOR. V* IS NOT ARR1 LI AT® IN AMT NAT 00 TOOK WTH 
T>€ U.S. MSSI9A Vi a SALVAOOO, MO TlTH TM UM IN 
QMOAk. 

4. 0: TV* OCX CUINI THAT tv* ooms aiocoart 
ooaotbd room a salyam*. amt rssrmh 

9. A: MB 
Off 

OO OR HUM UCUSSIR1B 


c-: 


UNCLASSIFIED 3 Jfi 



'1 ..Hi.ir 

| GfS -33 
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Exhibit GPS-34 



30 BlKACB 

DM JUUUU ZOC STATf ZZH 
30 MW 

Of mjtx *1314 2 H 0"0 
Dm JUULU gH 
0 odHMoCT 4« ax 
ni iicfriTi mashk 

-o ALL AMCBXCAM •IMGC OIFLOMAHC HJS7S :**DUTf 
9UCHA0/AMCCNSUL CUBaCAO [MKDXtTf 0000 
*JFV*©/A4NI«ASSY MA0BXO IkMCOrATI 0000 
BUMS/AMO* ASSY CBUSSfLS ItMDUTI 0000 
OUrHX/AMMASSV LONDON 1MCDI ATf 0000 

bufhb t/AMCF*ASSv basis immsiATt oooo 

«JFV«.X/AMMASSY LISBON l*B*CD! AT| 0000 
BUFVCB/AMC1MASSY COFOBUGIN UNCDtATl 0000 
BUFWTH/AMOMASSV TVB HUOrf INMDIATf 0000 
BUT**/AMMASir mCLSXNU UNCOXATt mpp 
9UFN5K/AMCJBUSSY STOCKHDUI CMAfD!ATf 0000 
BUMX/A4I0MU. BIO DC jANCIBO IMMKOtAT( 0000 
BUfXCT/USM1SSX9* USUN *0m ttMOUTI 000 0 
BUfOfKA/USCINCSO OUABBV KTf PH INMDlATt 
BUCBlAA/LfSCINCLANT &CBF0UC VA [IBBDIATt 

tMrrrrA/coNsroiKAJiii my mbit fl imduti 

BULB AAA/COB '$30 INTO I (BAN) " CLAYTON BN AB2U«N3 

BUfOSBA/USABSa KJWABD A Ft B*/B*0 

4JC0SY A/HA VITA BAHAMA CANAL BOOMAN BN/BAC 

:p#o *jkvct/aa«b*assy Ottawa immdiati oqoo 

•JfXIA/UtlA VASVOC 
XMT AI4MASSY NASSAU 

AMMASSY BOBT OF SBAIN . a\V 

tr . 

IXUS STAT1 It'- 




if 


AU. BOSTS BASS BAOS 




tV‘ 


K.O. 1*SM: M/A 
TAOS; OBBC 

SJMCT: ABA CUXOANC1S/1BX(PINO. OCTOiCB T. ifM 

1. BBOABD FUfSSrijlOANCU:- 

MSCABftiUA: SAMlKXfTAS *COT DOM USB AIBOUFT? 

0. MT CAN YOU TILL US ABOUT BCBOBTS FBQM NAMAOJA THAT 
A USB AIBOUFT MAS MT OOWN AM) THAT TV* OltV WITH THC 
UCtm» OB 9* «B14 MAS KlLUDT 

A. TV* OCT AILS SUBBOLN3IN3 TV* INCtOCNT ABC STILL 
WTO*. 


I CAN TtlL YOU THAT T>« BLANC AM) CBfW IN OUCCTCX ABC ( 

MJT AFBLXATCO WITH THC J.9. S MB B P ff AM) THAT HCITVO 
SF LIGHT , THC CBfW. TV* BLAB*. »Oft TV* CABCO MAS 
FtNANCfO IV TV* U.S. aOVUMCVT. SAM) I NIST A ALL ISA Tt QMS j 

TY*r THC AIBOUFT ULCMS TO THC USB AM) THAT TH ONC * 

SUTVIVINB AMCC I CAN IS L.M1LXTAB* AfifWLiSO* IN & SALVAOQB 
ABC FALSI. 

ACCOBOINO TO TV* D#OB H ATIQN AVAILABLC AT THIS TDM. 

TXM AFBUBS TO U OCY ONC SUBVlVOl. 4*0 T>* SAM) INI ST A 

IIUKACeiCIEIU 







uim/Mintu 

UNCLASSIFIED 


M £&rm suo 


TO*: 


nai QQ3 
°^|ocr m 


SC J431TM 
$TAT( 3 HUI 


®V(«NUNT CLAIM! -HIT h* IS a U.S. CITI21N. H 
L#OC«9TAM3 n-UT TV* (MASSY HAS tfOUCSTED CONSULAR 
ACCUS. W3 MILL INSIST rhAT TX SAAOIN1STA WVfOAOHT 

ount m*r acciss ioodiatily. if if««io no ufcinista 
aonmmHT is vcloino no toons of aiousco mwicmo. 
tv*h nor marr tc wv mo to nox* familiis ntootAULr. 


0. THIS MVf ftffN A FU®<T SFMOACD »V FAXVATI 

gOOKSI 

A. IN OMOO TO FILL T>* VOID LIFT U.S. MILITARY 

AiSISTAACS to tv* NXCAJUOMN OOTOUTIC msxstaaci MAS 
MOlUXrtO tY T>* CONGA CSS. TVf OOTOUTIC •CSIfTANCI 
FOACtl haVI MCIXVCD ASSISTAACX FROM a MH OF FtlVATS 


o, yHAT is TV* U.S. ODVtMSNT'S VII* OF THAIS FtlVAtf 
(FFOUTSF 

A. THIS ACHXNXSmTION MAS MAC! CUM ITS OMFOAT FOA 
TV* NICA4AOJAN OSWOUTIC AUISTANCf. * 00 *T 

0XSO3UKA0S AtXVATf SJFFOFT A| LM AS TVIAT SLFFOAT OOSS 
NOT VXOCATf U.S. LA*. TVlXS SUFFOAT MAS SUN FAATICULAALY 
I MONT ANT »<ILf ASSTAICTIfrO ON OFFICIAL U.S. OOVSOFONT 
suffoat fq* no tuirtfcx am in cffict. m* mavs 

DCOUKAGfO ALL OKLPS AFO UOIVIDUALS aWTSHFUTINS 
MOV 101M SUFFOAT TO TV* fffSISTANCS TO UK LNAL OOLNSIL 
TO MANS CSSTAIN THAT T>OIA ACnVlTISS AAS CMISTINT <ITH 
U.S. LA*. 


0. StNCt YOU MNTIQMD THi MIVATS GAOUF*. 00 YOU MAVl 
ANT I9CA *104 OF T>0 MIVATI W1 T>0 AlACAAFT 

ULONSSP rot 


a. ** m vs mr yh octooumd *« mas ofisatim n* 

FU9TT. u« CAN STATS CATWOAXCALLT. «SVt». THAT 

xrrx* no fu m * ant of no cos* mwsos mos 

AFFIUATSD MIT* 1>0 U.S. S MO OOI f . 


o. IF you havs «T wmmnm no cmjoim. ho* can 

you STATS CATfSORXCALLY W MY Ml »flT AFFIUATSD MlTH 
THS U.S. 


A. 


U.S. WSOUMNT *MFLY 'UO£S TO THS 
mawwi mwwmU TIC ASSlfTAFCS. 

FNCHCtmo or uor. mo us ads m ox oc*lia#«s *ith tx 


*. OOT AMOUT THI HOMNtTAOXAN ASSISTANTS MOOOANT *SM 
YOU NOT FLYtNO SUFFVin 00* TO r>0 CONTAAS *iu THAT 

paoouo mas oi SFFsen 

a *ru this o«tf mas m foocs. no lhttko statu 

fUFFLTOO HAUNlTASIAN AAO LOOISTICAL ASSISTANU TO 
no ASSIST A#cs. 

RMS m nor ffopaam msas csflitid so* ton aoo. af® 
noas It OMNTLT * F A 0 QAIM TQ UFLACS **•*£*- 
JPUIOtOTfr aiaoiaft oa >OWSV mavs uf ussd to 
OtUVSA ASS 1ST ARCS TO THS AS1IJTAFOS FOACtS. 


0 . 


010 no FUWT OAlOXNATtT 


o ANY ASSFQFOS TO no OOAOS MAOS YffTSADAY ST 
OM^U SMAN XXtf OQNZALSt (0*TfXAS) THAT A ttlLltAAY 

^SSn^*uSTr>2TouSio satvjaoay in san antqnio mas , 
SEES*sSuoivis mxoam to fkxj^jw^vi^toa 
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M 2*3 5U3 » 4C£ 303 * 143*7* 

0^|X7 M STATI 3U3|| 

MCMTMI? 


* 


A. T>*T O**0f IS lWTRUI. MM ill »« U-S. QOVIH^fNT 
S#*r¥-n.XQNn MlNtt OCUCTIO lOd THf MSISTANCI. SUCH 
ACTIVlTtU y0UU3 if AGAINST M uA*. 4*> THIS 
aoministoation rs :n c^iwii with ?y* la*. 


(►«T| FOCVSVlNft OJI3ANCI 9 j**ITT|D TO MISS OMICI 
OCTQMR I. UN) 


NtCUAOJA; WCINiSTAJ »U*«|NQ OMMIVI AGAINST 
IWXA#«7 


A: 00 YOU NAVI AMY CCMffNT ON TV* WASHINGTON TTl*S 
4«TICU 4»r A AQ1SX0U *AuO« W«INIS T AS ATTAOl AGAINST 
t>€ c^mus? y- 


A: t CAN'T CONFIRM THf fTOOT. Wf HAVf *« KA« (VtOSttf 

that t>« sministai aac ^uanims A <*joa qmmivi 

AOAir^T rVM Ml I ST AAC ( IN WMASTf*NNICARAGUA 

►ortvt*. n* ministai ^vi r*fou©m,Y cotcuctid 

OFTMXVf OMOATtM AGAIN*! THf IWIANR. JtSoulO NOT 
U MM1SZN* FOft T* 4Yfl OF CQMUT TO IRCMAsTonS 
AOAM IN DMT mi«, . ** W 


a^Ni moi NISI MUFiNt hclo rn tx oirr. octomm t. 

*un 

°® ^ iKUSSIMR 



,,¥W »VWII ILU [ 

UNCLASSIFIED 



5 ..-?/* 


to 
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Exhibit GPS-35 




Department of State 


MC( 12 or IS SCCTO nil] H23IC2 
action -tmjos- rf 


J C4$9{ 

cti/n mw n 


INTO 10C-M AOS-«* 
WOOS I W 


l J4224 ll NOV SC 

fw usoti secretary aircraft 
TO SC C SI ATI WASHOC flash mis 

S C C R C T sccro mis 


imss nmu a 

■ ■ ■■■ '• :!?as*d 0,1 ^-2Q.%7 

- s of E.J. 12355 

■ -j- r . !• ••-•’■r! Secci . ; Council 


FOR P L A r r ONt V 

to I23SC 0A0R i, 

IACS OYIP ISHULTJ CC0RCE P > §j 

SUR/CCI US. POL IC T 01 IRAK 

PICASC HAVE FOllOWIHC TEXT OEUYEREO 8Y HARD DIRECTLY TO AON 
POlHOExrCR FROM I HE SECRETARY 




I AM NOV IN THE AIR OM MT VAT TO CSCE IN VIENNA AND HAVE 
JUST HELD MY USUAL IN-fllCKT PRESS CONFERENCE THE (1C STORY THE 
PRESS IS AFTER IS TO ESTAIUSN THAT THE U S VIOLATED ITS OWN POLK 
IT CUTTINC A |IC SECRET ARMS DEAL WITH IRAN IN 0R9CR TO CET OUR 
HOSTAGES RELEASH. II ACCOROAICE WITH THE ACRE E 0 CUIOANCE I TOY a- 
REF USE 0 TO EI6ACE WITH THEIR OOESTIONS SATINC THAI THEY WILL HAVE 
TO IJRECT All THEIR OUESTIONS TO THE WHITE HOUSE IUI I HE Y ARE 
LIMIT TO rilt A STORY OF SOME SORT SPCCULAIINC ON SOME SORT OF 
WHITE HOUSE DEAL WITH THE TERRORISTS, 


I iAVE IE EI RACK 11C MY IIAIIS ALL DAY TO FICURE OUT A WAY TO HELP 
Full INIS SI TO AT 101 II THE IEST POSSIILE DIRECTION. I HAVE NOT 
CORE. UP WITH A SATISFACTORY AISWER. AT THIS POINT THE STOIY 1$ 
OUIIOINC ANO THERE ARE SO HAIT ASPECTS TO IT • POLITICAL LECAL 
DIPLOMATIC AID II POLICY TERMS • THAT LEARS ANO IEFvalaTIONS 
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page n Of 


9 ! 


sum 

Department of State 

secto ;300 1 0423 is; 


s/: 

INC 


5 *iS?7 

C)j/)S 0 06 f 3 7 


COULD KEEP II DOING FOR A LONG TIME IN A BIGGER ANO BIGGER WAV 
At THIS POINT THE BEST I CAN OFFER 15 TO SUGGEST THAT THE BEST 
WAT TO PROCEEO IS TO GIVE THE REV FACTS TO THE PUBLIC v»£ COULD 
MAKE CLEAR THAT THIS NAS A SPECIAL ONE TIME OPERATION 9 A SE 0 ON 
HUMANITARIAN GROUNDS ANO DECIOEO ST THE PRESIOENT .11 THIN HIS 
CONSTI TUT IONAL RESPONSIBLILIT 1 TO ACT IN THE SERVICE Of THE 
NATIONAL INTEREST - ANO THAT OUR POLICIES TOWARD TERRORISM ANO 
TOWARD THE IRAN/IRAO WAR STAND. THERE WILL BE RANT LOOSE ENOS 

TO IRV TO TIE UP FOR A LONG TIME TO COME BUT IT SEEMS TO ME 
THAT THIS IS THE RIGHT WAT TO GET All THIS. BEHIND US AS 
RAPIOIV AS POSSIBLE AND TO BE ABLE TO CONTINUE BUILDING ON THE 
IMPRESSIVE ACHIEVEMENTS WHICH THE PRESIDENT S ANT I•IERRORIST 
POLICIES HAVE MADE POSSIBLE 


WlTH WARM REGARDS 


GEORGE P 


SHULTZ 
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Exhibit GPS-36 


TA»2J0 • 


.*»OA a.V;| fttf*" 



^ • 1 ' ^ Vll ft ft t V A C V CHANNELS ITIS OM,Y aMOCoS! 

fffS 0 *Lf roft StCftfTHV EeOA^s SHULTf AfcOP ASSISTANT TO T*« 
‘PftfSIDSftT * 0 * NAT;on*L iSCUAITT 1 MAIAS JOHN PCINGilT-A 

SU 9 J: U.S. POLICY OH I ftA ft ITS) 

RIF: SI CTO 23oOS 


* . T»» UCflift -!MP: TflT 


?• ft**Pf Til T • 
OEftft tlOfttl: 


S tXHISIT 

I <5fe-3t, 


f. THAW* TOU FOB FB0V1DINC At WITH TOUT FIBSFICTIVf ON Oil* FBODLtAS 
WITH I • AN • I SNAAC TOU* DtSIBC TO FIND A WAT TO FBfVINT FUlTHf* 
SACCULATION AND LIARS ABOUT U.S. FOLICT ON I«AN. NOT ONLT WILL 
SUCH CONFLICATC OUA IFFOBTJ TO StCUM TNI D1LIASI OF OTHI* 
NOSTAOCSf BUT NAT ALSO UNOCRAINt OFFOBTUNITICS FOB IVCNTUALLT 
* STAB LI SNIN6 A COBMCT BCLATIONSNIF W1TN It AN AND FOSSIBILITKS 
FOB AN ACTIWC U.S. BCLI IN CNDINB TnC IBAN-IBAB NAB. 


TNI WNITC NOUS! C6S2 DTCtOSHH NOV SB FSNi 076CZT 

TONS 3wS/221T7 

_ ! /&'■; 


A 
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«•«.«.«! 0 P S E> C ■ L 7«*6. ... 


5A ¥ 5 12/C6/E6 w h I Tc HOUSE SITUATION BOON 

*£$S*G« (CONT I(*uf 0) : 

?. AT S0»£ POlMT_Wt WILL H A y E TO L * Y OUT All 0? Th£ FACTS. 

I ** CONVINCED *»iS W £ CO LAT CuT Tn* MCT$ T K *T IT will 5f 
Ntll RECEIVED $1*C; :: ;$ A GC?0 i T OAT. HAVING SAXP THAT, I OO 

NOT BELIEVE THAT NOW IS THE Ti*E TO GIVE THE FACTS TO THE 
*UBLlC. THERE ABE SEVERAL F A C TO B $ TO CONSIDER IN ADDITION TO 
the need TO SET the OTHEN HOSTAGES OUT AND THEN MlCF THE 
INTELLIGENCE COMMITTEES BEFORE THE ADNINl$TBATION SPEAKS 
PUP LI CL ¥ ON THIS NATT£f: FIBS? » WHILE HE ABE NOT COMPLETELY 
SUPC WHAT PBOVOKEO IA F SAN J AN I TO HAKE THESE BELE NATIONS (WHICH 
ABC NOT TOTALLT ACCURATE), IT IS ‘APPARENT THAT A POWER STIUGGLE 
OP SOME SOBT IS UNDEBWAY IN IRAN. THIS S TB UGGLE COULD PBONPT 
0 THE B 1 BA NlAN OFFICIALS TO BAKE ADDITIONAL BE LC NATIONS* 
DISCLOSURES 9 f THE U.S. CCULO LEAD TO CONTRADICTORY I BAN I AN 
STATENENTS AND N I SIATE•P«ETAT ICN OVER OUR ATTITUDES AND 
INTENTIONS. SECOND % WE NAT HAVE AN OPPORTUNITY TO AFFECT THE 
INTERNAL POLITICAL SITUATION IN TEHRAN AND TAKE ADVANTAGE OF IT 
*3 *:vikc • c 'js asgtcwl is: * n t i-t- »®c°i t t im?a?s t $. htwevea, 

^' c i:iu S*ATt w £ , *T5 r * T«: u.$. • IL L *\LV PUT ISTC THE »ANCS 

OF RADICAL IRANIANS WHO CONTINUE TO WANT TO DISTANCE IRAN FROB 
THE U.S. AS* THE vf$T *C THE WHIPUN slTEW^ PGSSI&LS. 


?. I THEREFORE T E * A IN CONVINCED THAT WE HU$ T R*»AIN ABSOLUTELY 
CLOSE-P OU TM £0 WHILE STRESSING THAT CUB •?A $ l C POLICY TOWARD IRAN* 
* HE GULF • A R, AND DEALING WITH TERRORISTS HAS NOT CHANGED. 
•OREOVER, SPECUlATICN I60UT OUB EFFORTS TO SECURE THE HOSTAGES 
RELEASE ONLY INCREASES THE DANGER TO THE HOSTAGES. - 


c. TODAY l HAVE TALKED wr« V« , CAP AND 6 ILL CASET, TH e T 
AGREE WITH NT APPROACH. 


5. I HAVE ASKED BY STAFF TO PREPARE A CAGLE TO RELEVANT POSTS 
EXPLAINING OUR POLICY IN THE IRAN-IBAG WAR HAS NOT CHANGED AND 
WE ARC NOT GOING TO COPRCKT ON NEWS REPORTS ANO SPECULATION 
BECAUSE OP THE DANGER TO HOSTAGES. WE WILL SEND THE DRAFT OVER 
TO STATE, 


6« TODAY 2 AH ESTABLISHING TWO CORPARTHENTS. ONE IS 
OPERATIONAL AND I AH WILLING TO BRIEF JERRY BREMER INTO IT 
PROVIDING HE REPORTS ONLY TO YOU • THE SECOND IS ON P0L1CT AND 
CONG TERN STRATEGY TOWARD IRAN. X WOULD LIKE TO INCLUDE ONLY 


THE WHITE HOUSE 0652 DTG:05|^HmOV 66 PSN: 

TOR: TO*/22m 

Mi!.'.I 


■ ’** - -Jn’ r* 


S'" • I » I < * 

■JtvM'Lii If. 


W 


0*6029 





Oi 


i 




1 2441 


0 A T| 12/' 1 6/#6 WHITE HOUSE IITuATfON I00» Alfcf J. 

• usd! (cour tNur») 

»ld arnacost ads limit ♦imii in this out. it is issentih 
? kit isowctOS! or «;t,.er cC"*aat*ent i! !aT*ehh.t iihitid. 


T, TOMORROW 1 MEET WITH v1ll et interested in 

HIS 4 SS ESSHCN T AS TC VHA T I^JaPPIMNS IN TINIAN. *» TN| NAT, 
VI 01SA 8*11 WITH TM| INI AITlClf IN THIS HORNINS'S SUNN 40 T, 

• UOTC IRAN* TNI POLITICAL NOT SOUS UNIUOTt. NHfN TOU SIT RACK 
t WILL C1WC TOU NT VtfW AS TO NHAT IS HAPPtilINC. I THINK IT IS 
VC«T SIBNIPICANT THAT RAPSANJANI'S STAT|N(NT T«ST|K»AT THAT BUD 
HINT TO TEHRAN IN SINTINBII ANO OTHER tacts All NIONC. SINCt 
H( ONVIOUSLT KNOWS TNI TACTS, t BELIEVE N( IS T|T1N« TO SEND US 
A HI $ SA SC • 


!. NAESS CUIfrAmCI ATTACH!#. 

:i»N T=iSi CUI6ANC? 

9; A A* vT "C* Alt AN* Cl SNA»| TARTS 0* *I»S TC I'lAN? 

as mi NAVE AO CCH*i»7 X.H ThJS* T s®03 is • AS lCnO ‘S T“c*i *«i 
ANEBICAN HOSTACIS BUNS HILO IN TH{ miDDLl E«$T VI WILL NOT B{ 

• E SPONPINC TO QUESTIONS LIKE THIS. A SINNLE NO COMMENT WILL BE 
NA0E TO ALL BUESTIONS ABOLT TALKS 01 ACTIONS THAT »ISHT 01 NISHT 
NOT BE TAKING NlACE. TOU SHOULO INTII NOTHISS TO THISE RESPONSES. 

0: DOES THE U.S. f T ILL HAVE AN AVI £N6A A6C AEAINST I*AN IN TH£ 

I N AN- IT AO WAN? 

A: AS LONS as IRAN AOVOCATES ThE USE OE TERRORISM, THE U.S. 

• •■S !'»? AVGO kILl CONTIS l* I. NORfCVI*, TH| U.S. POSITION CN T M» 
*IA\-:*aS VAA N-r.IAf *►<! Th• TIO-TH.S ThOLlJ S T C e *N0 T»j T.C 
SUES SHOULO REACH A St SOT I ATE# SETTLEMENT OE THEIR DISPUTE. V| 
EAVON AN OUTCOME NH E * IN THERE ARE NO WINNERS OR LOSERS. 


9. HOME THE WITH WELL. 

WARN RESARDS, JOHN 


trc.osHvcv so psh j 07*029 

TORS 339/22191 


THE WHITE HOUSE 0052 



Exhibit GPS-37 


S.SS p.m. 



Q: About McFariane or spare parts or arm# to Iran? 

A: We have no comment cn these reports. As long as there are 

American hostages being held in the Middle East we will not be 
responding to questions like this. A simple no consent will be 
made to all questions about ta r actions that might or might 
not be taking place. You shoulu *nfer nothing to these 
responses. ^ 


0: Does the U.S. still have an arms embargo against Iran in the 

Iran-Iraq War? 


As long as Iran advocates the use of terrorism, the U.S. 



Moreover, the U.S. position on the 
Iran-Zraq war remains that the fighting should stop and the two 
sides should reach a negotiated settlement of their dispute. We 
favor an outcome wherein there are no winners or losers. 


Partially Declassified/Released an25-5^1^-613 
under previsions of E.0. 12356 
by B, Rlgfcr, National Security Council 
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569 


Exhibit GPS-38A 



:en 

*v -) 'i F I - 3 e , 1 f I a L 31 £33 JHP37 31 

PLEASE OElIVEP Tw£ FOLLOWING MESSAGE TO EEC F£T k.fir jHiirr fpob 
ACNIRhL POINOEXTEP ' g 


-■» PQXdPXIV TCPPPm 

press guidance on mostke situation 

The PRESIOEfcT TOCAY net with hie SEN I C* nations. SECURITY 
™ 6 STATUS OF THE WtSRICAH NOSTftcS IH 

aeetik uas prop rto by the president's concern for 
*eiNa CHIKC HOSTAGES FNO HIS FEAR THAT THE SPATE 
3 row IES UHICH HAVE ARISEN 31 MCE THE RELEASE OF 6 
OAVIO JACOBSEN NAY PUT THEN ANO OTHERS AT RISK. 



DURING THE MEETING, 
ACHIEVE THE RELEASE 
. -8F0AG PGLICV CONC 
HAS BEEN THE CAS 
PRESIDENT ANO HI 
UNAN I NO US 5 c79 09* 5 F 
OEVTSIO C. >< So-1 m3 
PRESI0ENT CIO ASK I 
OR WILL 9E VI OLA TED 
TO TERRORISTS RCHAI 


THE PRESIOENT REVIEUEO ON-GOtNC EFFORTS TO 
OF ALL THE HOSTAZCU. AS HELL AS OUR OTHER 
IN THE MIDOLE EAST AHO PERSIAN GULF rSs 
NUMBER Ofi $ INI LAP NEETINCS WITH THE *“ 

OR AOVISOPS OH THIS NATTEX, THERE WAS 
OR THE PRES I OENTrS 0ECI310HS7J WHILE SPECIFIC 
* AT THE KCETINGTaNHGT SC DIVULGED. THE 
T IE REEHPHASI2E0 THAT HO U S. LADS HAVE BEEN 
AHO THAT OUR POLICY OF NOT MAKING CONCESSIONS 
NXY INTACT. 


RT THE CONCLUSION OF THE KITING. THE PRESIOENT MADE IT CLEAR VO 
ALL THAT HE APPRECIATE!) THEIR SUPPORT ANO EFFORTS TO GAIN THE 
SSf! * E| -£«SE OP ALL THE HOSTAGES. STRESSING ThC FACT THAT 
2FSJ.£i E ARE AT STAKE. THE PRESIOENT ASKED HIS FWJVISORS TO 

ENSURE THAT THEIR DEPARTMENTS REFRAIN FROOG NWLIHG COMMENTS OR 
SPECULATING ABOUT THESE MATTERS 
BBSS 
• &>ei 


Partially fleetaHified/.foimed on 2> sj 
un«r pwjjiooj of E.0. 12356 
by 3. Rjjfr, Rational Security Council 
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"ifi Praaldaat today oot wI&HriPoSRSy notional aeoarity 
fdwlaora rtyirilnt tha iUt«i at UM tatrleu heatayaa la 
Lohaaoa. The ooetlnf vaa p romt t ad by the President 1 a o on earn far 
tha aafaty of the raoainlaf hoetofee aad hla fanr that tha spate 

i 

of speculative series which kata arlaaa sines tha ralaaaa of 
David Jacobean may put thaai aad athara at rich. 

I ’ 

fiurinf the aeetiaf, tha Praaidant ravlsved on-foiaf afforta to 
achieve tha ralaaaa of all tha hoattfaa, aa wall as our othar 
broad policy concerns la tha NJddla Scat and Persian Salt. M 
has baaa tha mm la aiollar mmtiapt with tha Prasldeat aad hia 

I 

senior advisers oa thla Mltir* than war mnaniaoaa support far 
tha President. ■ mile tpeelfia daolaioaa dlacuaaad at tha aaatlaf 
cannot ha dlrulfad, tha President did aak it ha re—phsaisad that 
aa O.d. lava have baaa or will ha violated and that oar policy of 
act aakiAf oonoaaaiona to tarrorirta ram la a Intact. 


At tha (OMittilen of tha anttaT"^ Praiadant aada it elaar to 
alSQat ha appraoiatad thalr aapport and afforta to fair tha 
aafa ralaaaa of all tha hoataoaa. ftraaainf tha fact that 


ho a taco uvea ara at stake* tha Praaldaat aakad hla adviaara^to 
-.... ..-i. .—* «i rafraia fro* naklaf eoonaata or 


anaara that thair dapar 
a p o cu latlaf about thaao 
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Exhibit GPS-40 


; V; 3r vm 


J C £ 3 : 3 


There are three aipicti to tilt Iran thing that I'd t o 

go over with you: tht strategic policy: getting tht nostages 
released: And how to dtal with thia massive criticism right now. 



It ia important for tht United Statta to have Iran taxe a 
port moderate position and recognize its own strategic 

ntctaait its. 


Iran apptara to be doing just this. Iranian authorities 
havt contacted us, indicating that thty want atertt — but 
officially structurtd — discussions on iaproving relations. 
And thty havt not postd any prtconditiona (e.g., arms salts) 
for such talks. 


This reaching out to us has been inevitable. Ultimately 


thty havt no choice. Any Iranian govtrnaent -- looking at 
their long border with the Soviet Union — just has to turn 
toward tht U.S. eventually. And they havt plenty of other 
troubles: the war, a devastated econoay, the Soviets in 


Afghanistan, doaestic social unrest, 
these circuastances. 

Iran needs us. They are starting 


Moderation aak 


to realize it 



that realization. 



And we are quietly engaging with them on 



:ia;iy Declassi/ied/fitieastd on 
uodif pawttioaj of E.0. 12356 
&y B. Ritfr, Kiticral Security Council 
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So we should work for a better relationship with Iran but 
we don't have to pay up front for it. It's in the interest of 
both the U.S. and Iran that the relationship improve. But they 
are the ones reaching out. Arms sales at this point are not 
necessary. 

On the contrary, the arms sales hurt our effort to build a 
constructive strategic relationship with Iran, The idea is to 
enable "moderates* to show they can produce results from the 
U.S. But if our goal is to build a long-term relationship of 
mutual respect and responsibility, the arms sales have damaged 
our interests. Our own policies and official statements -- on 
the Gulf war, on Israeli deliveries, on AWACs, on terrorism -- 
have just been turned upside down by this operation. The 
Iranians see this. It has to affect their attitude toward us. 
It makes us look like an uncertain and unreliable policy 
partner. 


So it wasn't a good idea from the standpoint of our 
strategic policy toward Iran. 


T 




- S fVkA*.* — ^ 







/ 



Then, we are working to get the hostage* released, zo arms 
sales help us in this? I don't have the details but it loons 
♦ like arsis shipments took place in the context of a hostage 
release, or even chat the release was conditioned on the arms 
transfer. 

This also is not a good idea, for a long list of reasons. 

— Criminals and terrorists see that hostages can be 

taken for profit. The reality :s that more Americans 
keep being taken hostage because people now think we 
are willing to buy then back. 

-- Since ws*r e now selling arms to Iran, the door is open 
for 

sales. The military balance in The Gulf will be 
affected. The effort to end the war by drying up the 
arms flows has been undermined. 

ST- 
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less secure than before. 


And our effort to get a sustained, increasingly strong 
unified effort against Syrian terrorism is dead in tne 
water. Our tough line with the allies does not stand 
up, because they see us doing exactly what we 
pressured thea not to do. So our credibility there is 
pretty such shot. 

Credibi1ity 


This leads to the third — and aaybe the most isportant -- 
pert of the problem. 
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The facts of what has happened are coning out fast. There 
is a real danger of spinning a web of misleading if not 
incorrect statements that won’t stand up to press and 
Congressional investigation. If there is not full and swift 
' disclosure -- to the public and to the intelligence committees, 
as appropriate -- this affair is going to go on and on in an 
agonising and terribly corrosive way. 

In the eyes of the American people the most important 
achievement of the Reagan Administration has been the 
restoration of the stature and dignity and credibility of the 
Presidency. Ronald Reagan is a guy who stands by his 
statements and doesn't mislead. Be has reestablished the 
people's confidence in the office of the Presidency. That has 
to be maintained, or every achievement of this Administration 
will be at risk. 
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Exhibit GPS-41 
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FACE THL NATION - LJoveinber 16, 1986 


MS. STAHL: Welcome to FACE THE NATION. I'm Lesley 
Stahl. President Reagan's efforts to quiet the criticism of his 
secret arms shipments to Iran have cnly fueled the fire and brought 
on lenewed attacks--from Congress, from roderate Arab states, and 
from U. S. allies. 

PRESIDENT REAGANi I think most Americans will approve 
of cur efforts to better relations between our countries, ana 
rejoice that it has resulted in the freeing of some of our fellow 
citizens who had been hostages. 

NS. STAHLs But the President’s explanation of why he 
sent arms to Iran and his denials of a trade for hostages were met 
with widespread skepticism. 

SENATOR CARL LEVIN (D.-Mich.)i How in the name of 
heaven we coula bo saying one thing sc clearly in public, we could 
be certifying one thing so clearly to the Congrecs, and doing 
scr*thing so totally different in tact. 

SENATOR BARRY COLDUATER (R.-Arizona): I think President 
Reagan has gotten his butt in a crack on this Iran thing. 

MS. STAHL: President Reagan’s admission that he approved 
arms deliveries to Iran is straining relations with friendly Arab 
nations, perturbed that just six weeks ago Secretary of State 
Shultz assured their delegations at the U. N. that the United 
States was not doing what the President now says it was doing. 

DONALD REGAN (White House Chief of Staff): were not 
trading arms for hostages. 

MS. STAHL: The President's men pursue their sales 
canvaign, a media blitz, trying to drown out the controversy, as 
the \/hite Houso hinted it might refuse to cooperate with congressional 
investigations, suggesting officials would claim executive privilege 
and refuse to answer questions. 

SENATOR ROBERT BYRD (Senate Minority Leader): We have 
heard that the Secretary cf State and the Secretary of Defense 
were displeased and irritated by this situation. So who's retaking 
policy? 
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MS. STAHL* Old the two cabinet secretaries oppose the 
secret plan# _and# if so# why7 We'll ask Secretary of State George 
Shultz and we'll hear from the incoming Speaker of the House# Jim 
Wright# on what plans the Democrats have for investigating the 
operation. 

The U. S* sends arms to Iran. What did we get in return? 

An issue facing the nation. 

ANNOUNCER* From CDS News# Washington# FACE THE NATION# 
with National Affairs Correspondent Lesley Stahl. 

FACE THE NATION is sponsored by General Motors# the CM 
odyssey# science not fiction# leading the way to the 21st century. 

(Announcements.) 

MS. STAHLs With us now from Oklahoma City# House Majority 
Leader Jim Wright. Welcome to FACE THE NATION# Mr. Wright. 

REPRESENTATIVE WRIGHT* Thank you# Lesley. 

MS. STAHL* As we know# congressional investigations are 
being planna From what you know so far# has the Administration 
broken any laws in its operation with Iran? 

REPRESENTATIVE WRIGHT* Yes# Lesley# it appears that 
laws have been broken. Most members of Congress approve hr. Reagan's 
sfforts to stak a friendlier relationship with Iran# but we feel 
very strongly that ha should not hava sent arms to that terrorist 
country nor should hs have Instructed his administrators to withhold 
vital information from the Congress for eighteen months in contra* 
vention of the law. 

MS. STAHL* Before Z ask you about the investigations# 
and spocificaliy what you think they violated# do you believe# 
despite what the President said# that in fact arms ware traded for 
hostages? 

REPRESENTATIVE WRIGHT* Lesley# it is my inclination to 
accept ths word of tha President of the United States as to his 
motives and his intentions. Unfortunately# it must appear to many 
countrias throughout tha world that arms were exchanged# though 
indirectly. I think our important mission is not to establish any 
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precedent by which any country on earth rr.ay think that it can 
seize American citizens and hold then hostage and then barter 
their freedom for arms or for any ether covert change in American 
foreign policy* We have to establish clearly that we Americans do 
not deal with terrorists? we don't deal in human misery or trade 
on human misery, and we don't pay ransom to kidnappers* 

MS* STAHLi lie 11, if it wasn't tor the hostages, do you 
agree that because, as the President says, Iran is of such strategic 
importance that it was necessary to show some* good, faith, a sign 
of good faith, and that therefore uending, as he says, just some 
minuscule amounts of arms was worth it just to establish better 
relations? 

REPRESENTATIVE V. RIGHT t Well, we shouldn't have sent 
arms* We should have sent medical supplies or things of a benign 
character that their country needs. 

I think of course that Iran is a very important geostrategic 
country. It is a country with which we have in the past enjoyed 
very fine relationships, and I find no fault whatever with an 
effort on the part of the President and our State Department to 
try to explore every avenue cf improving relations, particularly 
with the noderate factions in Iran. 

But I don't think we should send arms, because I think 
the law expressly forbids the shipment of arms to terrorist countries, 
and the lav expressly defines Iran as such a country. 

MS* STAHLs Well, what you're saying is being said 
almost universally by just about every--cvery expert, Democrats, 
Republicans, and you now have not only heard the President speak 
publicly, but you've been briefed at the White House. How do you 
think this came to happen with so many people saying we shouldn't 
have sent arms at all? How did it happen? 

REPRESENTATIVE WRIGhT: Well, apparently the genesis of 
it was in January, January 17th, on^vhich date the President wrote 
an instruction to the director of the CIA to withhold from Congress 
information about this transaction. 
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That I think was the beginning of the difficulty. The 

law — 

hST” STAHLi Was that a breaking of the law, in your mind? 

, REPRESENTATIVE WRIGHT: Yes, I believe that it is. As I 
read Sectiona 5G1 and 5G2 of the National Security Act, there are 
express provisions to the effect that the CIA and every agency 
involved in intelligence activity must report to the Congress. 
Now, on those extreme exigencies, which the law recognizes, where 
a sudden decision has to be made, in light of ever swiftly changing 
circumstances, it sets up an alternate provision under which the 
President may simply notify the leaders of Congress. But in this 
circumstance that wasn't followed. 

That provision was followed, incidentally, just hours 
before the invasion of Grenada and just hours before the bombing 
of Libya. But in this instance, for eighteen long months Congress 
was kept in the dark. 

Now, it's possible that under the constitutional provisions 
the President may be claiming executive pri v il e 9e, but I don't 
believe it applies in this case. And in that we are a government 
of laws and net a government of men, even the President of the 
United States ic comps lied to respect and obey the law. And why 
we don't seek a confrontation--we*d much rather have a conciliation 
and an understanding in which the President and the Congress can 
find an avenue in which jointly to seek consensus. We have to 
call attention to the fact that these laws were written for a very 
clear purpose, and that purpose was to avoid mistakes in foreign 
policy. It's like the safety catch on a gun. 

MS. STAHLi There are already hints that if you do try 
to hold a hearing and call or even subpoena the President's White 
House aides--Mr. Poindexter, Oliver North, people who were the 
ones directly involved in this operation in Iran--that they will 
refuse to testify on the ground*- of executive privilege. And 
apparently the President has a legal right to prevent his aides 
from testifying to a congressional committed. 
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What would you do then? 

REPRESENTATIVE WRIGHT * Lesley, let's not anticipate 
that: I hope it doesn't come to that. 

MS. STAHL: But what if it dees? 

REPRESENTATIVE WRIGHT: It doesn't have to be that way. 

MS. STAHL: And let me ask you something else. t/hat if 
you all --- 

REPRESENTATIVE WRIGHT: I want to anticipate instead 

that our Administration is going to obe* the law and respect the law. 

MS. STAHL: Well, what if you determine that the White 
House broke the lew or the President broke the law, what could you 
do about it? l/hat’s the recourse? 

REPRESENTATIVE WRIGHT: I have no intention to try to 
embarrass or punish any person in the executive branch. But I do 
think that we need to establish a very clear unequivocal precedent 
that the law is supreme, that it hau to be followed. 

MS. STAHLi Ye6, but what would you do, if you all 
determined they broke the law? l/hat can you do? 

REPRESENTATIVE WRIGHT: Please don't put me in the 

position of uttering threats. 

NS. STAHL: Well, speak hypothetically, without referring 
to President Reagan specifically. It the Congress finds that the 
iftite House, in a case like this, breaks the law, what could you do? 

REPRESENTATIVE WRIGHT: Well, of course, there are other 
and extreme cases. This is what came finally to the crashing 
confrontation and that very, very sad episode in American history 
surrounding Watergate and Mr. Nixon’s claim of executive privilege. 
Let's not even anticipate that something so severe as that would 
ever occur. We don't want that kind of thing. We want the creation 
of an atmosphere in which members of Congress and the President 
can sit down in mutual trust and mutual respect and talk these 
things out, as the law anticipates that we shall. 

MS. STAHL: Mr. Wright, let me ask you a final question, 
it I can. There are some people v/ho say that because the Israelis 
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were behind this, and perhaps even suggested this trade of arms, 
that the Congress will never really pursue this investigation. 
Can yiou respond to that? 

REPRESENTATIVE WRIGHT: Lesley, I really don't think 
that has anything to do uith it. The law is clear, and it's 
unequivocal, and the Congress exists for the purpose of making 
laws, working with the President of the United States in the 
pursuit of foreign policy. We don't want to give the world the 
impression that we are so eaten apart by the corrosive acids of 
internal political division that we are incapable of conducting 
foreign policy. We want to have unity, and I’d like to help 
restore the kind of an atmosphere that existed when I first came 
to Congress, when Sao Rayburn was the Speaker and Hr. Eisenhower 
was the President, and we worked together. And that’s the kind of 
thing I’m inviting. 

So I want to ask the President and the Secretary of 
State to be very assiduously mindful of the requirements of law so 
that we can avoid these things in the future. 

MS. STAHL: well, fit. Wright, Secretary of State Shultz 
is cooing up very shortly. We do thank you for being our guest. 

REPRESENTATIVE WRIGHT: Than* you, Lesley. 

MS. STAHL: Thank you. We will be back with the Secretary 
of State. But first this clip from 198*3 when then candidate 
Reagan criticized then President Carter for his handling of the 
Iranian hostage crisis. 

THEN-CANDI DATE REAGAN: It is tine for us to have a 
complete 1nvestigation as to the diplomatic efforts that were made 
in the beginning, why they have been there so long, and, when they 
come home, what did we have to do in order to bring that about, 
what arrangements were made. And I would suggest that Congress 
should hold such an investigation. 

(Announcements.) 

HS. STAHL; Joining us now. Secretary of State George 
Shultz. Welcome to FACE THE NATION, Mr. Shultz. 
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Is it true, as has been widely reported, that the secret 
shipment of arms to Iran, the operation, went forward despite your 
objections to it? And, if that's true, why did you object to it? 

SECRETARY SHULTZ: I never discuss the advice I give to 
the President, that's something between the President and I. But 
let rae tell you how I see this. First of all, as Congressman 
Wright, Speaker Wright, said, there was an opportunity to probe 
for a different relationship with Iran, and, because of the strategic 
situation, that seemed important to us--and I night say, because of 
the strategic situation, it undoubtedly is important to Iran, so 
there's something mutual there. In addition, the war, Iran's 
terrorist acts, its efforts to ship its revolution abroad, constituted 
a problem, and if something could be done about that, we'd be 
better off. By and large, everybody agrees that that's a good thing 
to do. So the President decided on a probing operation to sort 
of feel his way, find out what might be done. In order to be 
effective, clearly that had to te done secretly, and I think 
people would agree on that. 

In the course of that probe, which was conducted by his 
National Security Adviser--that's his designated hitter--as the 
President said in his address to the nation last week, he decided 
that a signal should be sent in terms of a small defensive arms 
shipment to show his serious intent and good faith. That's debatable. 
You can - 

MS. STAHL: But that's the crux of it. 

SECRETARY SHULTZ: No, watt a minute. You can argue for 
that--there are soma good reasons why? you can argue against it. 
At any rate, when you cat elected President, that's one of the 
things you get the right to do, is to make decisions of that kind. 
So the President decided on this signal, and he did it. And he --- 

MS. STAHL: On whose advice, though? 

SECRETARY SHULTZ: And he set that out before the nation 
very clearly. Now, the probe has gone on, and we all recognize that 
there are two principal obstacles to the kind of relationship we'd 
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like to see with Iran. One is the continuing war witn lraq--and 
Iran is the country that seems intransigent# not wanting to get it 
settled. Furthermore# Iran has and continues to pursue a policy 
of terrorism# as shown, for example# in the fact that some terrorists 
were part of the pilgrimage to Mecca recently# last summer# so 
they continue in that policy. And we have to be concerned about 
terrorism# whether directed against us or directed against anybody 
else. So those are two principal and mixed-together obstacles. 

MS. STAHL: May I ask you --- 

SECRETARY SHULTZ: And we need to# of course# respond to 
those. And among our responses is our denial of arms shipments to 
Iran. And that policy remains our policy# it is in effect# and 
there it is, 

MS. STAHL: You must explain that to the American people. 

You- 

SECRETARY SHULTZ: I've just explained it. 

MS. STAHL: No# that--let's try to concentrate on the 
arms part of this. Everybody will--! will stipulate with you that 
a lot of people think the probe was a good idea. It's the arms 
that everybody is concerned about. First# before we even get into 
what you just said# that that continues to be our policy# you went 
yourself to the U. N. six weeks ago while this secret operation 
was under way# after the President had sent some arms directly# 
and apparently sanctioned# condoned# third-party shipments to 
Iran# and told the moderate Arab states at the U. N. that we 
weren't doing that. Mow# how could you have done that? 

SECRETARY SHULTZ: The President decided# as he said 
publicly to the nation--he didn't particularly want to disclose it 
at that time# but he felt he needed to --- 

MS. STAHL: Because he got caught. 

SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well# no# I don't think that's a fair 
way to put it. He was conducting an ongoing probe# and he was 
seeing some responses to that# and so he wanted to keep it going--and 
I think we all recognize that# for better or worse# all of the 
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publicity probably sets that back somewhat. Al any rate, he 
decided to put~*orward aa a gesture--as a signal, I think was the 
word v he used--of his good intent something that they recognized 
was tough for him to do, and he did it, and wanting to give a 
signal of a desire for a different kind of relationship. Now, 
that's controversial, and there it is. And you can argue for it, 
you can argue against it. 

MS. STAHL: But why did you then go and tell the Arabs 
that we weren't doing that? 

SECRETARY SHULTZ: First of all, my own information 
about the operational aspects of what was going on was fragmentary 
at best, so that's one point. Second, our policy, insofar as arms 
shipments Is concerned, remains and there hasn't been any flood of 
U. S. arms to Iran as seems to be Implied, as far as I understand. 

MS. STAHL: I still don't understand why you vent and 
pledged and told the moderate Arab states that we were not sending 
shipments of arms to I.:an when we were. 

SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, as far as I knew at that tine, 
we didn't have any ongoing further signals. We had a signal, we 
had given the signal, and our discussion continued. It's a problem. 
But the President decided to send something small as a signal, and 
he did it. 

MS. STAHL: I don't want to badger you, but you are not 
answering my question. 

SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, no, you can badger me. 

MS. STAHL: Why did you--okay, good--why did you not 
tell the Arabs the truth? Why did you tell them an untruth? 

SECRETARY ^HULTZ: The basic truth is that we continue 
to have a very firm arms embargo, and we continue to - 

MS. STAHL: How can you say thatto the American people? 

SECRETARY SHULTZ: - work at it. 

MS. STAHL: You're trying to say--you know, it's just 
like Daniloff, you try to tell us that a swap wasn't a swap, you 
are trying to tell us that we have a policy of not sending arms 
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when ve have sent teas directly and wt have permitted it through 
lsrael--and I expect that you are not going to confira that, but 
we all know that. Now, how can you aay we have a policy againat 
sending shipment* to Iran? How can you look at the American 
people and tell them that? 

SECRETARY SHOLTE: We have a policy of not sending arms, 
and the President decided that he would go ahead and send this 
signal. And that's a decision that he made in the light of all 
the circumstances. And, as I say, you can argue for it and you 
can argue against it, but there it is. 

MS. STAHLs What did we get in return for the shipments 

of arms? 

SECRETARY SHULTEs Well, it remains to be seen what 
precisely takes place. There is a certain amount of evidence that 
our ability to talk to Iran in a sensible fashion has improved, 
and a certain amount of evidence that their terrorist acts against 
Americans at least has improved, although I want to quickly say 
that we must look on the terrorism natter as an international 
matter, not just something limited to Americans. 

MS. STAHLs Did you ever consider resigning over this? 

SECRETARY SHULTZ: Oh, I talked to the President! I 
serve at his pleasure, and anything that I have to say on that 
subject I'd just say to him. 

MS. STAHLs Who has taken the three ne.w hostages? 
Mr. Poindexter, the National Security Adviser, went on a televisiion 
show earlier this week and said that radical elements in Iran took 
the three new hostages. Is that your understanding? 

SECRETARY SHULTEs I think it's hard to know exactly 
(/hat is going on. We don't know where our hostages are, and we 
don't know exactly who holds them. But it does seem to be reasonably 
clear that groups in Lebanon associated with Iran are the ones who 
are dealing with the hostages. 

MS. STAHL: Now, let me ask you about U. S. - 4 

SECRETARY SHULTZ: And I might say that Iran's"use of 
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5 taking of hostages, to me is something that we 
jainst very hard and unequivocally. 
rAHL: What can the United States do to restore its 
cs greatly damaged credibility, over this with the 
scalding mad, as I know you know, because you have 
ith some of their representatives here, and U. S. allies 
en leaning on not to send shipments of arms to Iran? 
going to do to try to repair this damage? 

CRETARY SHULTZ: we have to set out our policy, let 
:1< ly that what we jent was a signal—a signal has 
and that's that; and continue to probe and probably 
it in some different framework with all of the publicity 

MS. STAHL: Well, let me ask you, if you tell our allies 
diplomats that our policy remains to embargo arms against 
n't they Just going to smile and laugh and say come on, 
>ing it, we're going to do it? 

SECRETARY SHULTZ: Probably they will. On the other 
je have to be serious about it ourselves, and we have to 
ce it, and we have to point out to them the reason v/hy we 
nat policy. And the reason why we have it applies to them 
.1: they have a stake in a changed Iran, they have a stake 
end of the war, they have a stake in a change in terror, and 
)« So X think the basic policies of probing Iran but at the 
tine being tough about an arms embargo and being tough on 
:or 'sra and not.trading arms for hostages--the President said 
c t c was not his intent and he did not do that--and I think 
is clearly wrong to trade arms for hostages. So that is our 
-Xicy# that remains our policy. And X might say that all of the 
iblic dTsCus*lpn probably helped somewhat, because it has kind of 
onfirroed the f a ct^rfre^^c r u e 1 as it may seem to the families 
-*nd we all can fVeT^t^at^*ti 11, it isn't the right 
trade arms or anythTHg^else for hostages. 
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' MS. STAHL: Will there be any more arms shipments to 

Iran, either directly by our government or through any third parties? 

SECRETARY SHULTZ: It’s certainly against our policy. 

MS. STAHL: That's not an answer. 

SECRETARY SHULTZ: And I think the signal has been given. 

MS. STAHL: Well, sir, it was against our policy before 
and we went ahead and did it. You seem to be saying there will be. 

SECRETARY SHULTZ: We gave a signal and the signal has 
been given, and, as far as I'm concerned, I don't see any need for 
further signals. 

MS. STAHL: Well, then, why don't you answer the question 
directly? I'll ask it again. Will there be any more arms shipments 
to Iran, either directly by the United States or through any third 
parties? 

SECRETARY SHULTZ: Under the circumstances of Iran's war 
with Irag, its pursuit of terrorism, its association with those 
holding our hostages, I would certainly say, as far as I'm concerned, 
no. 

MS. STAHL: Do you have the authority to speak for the 
entire Administration? 

SECRETARY SHULTZ: No. 

MS. STAHL: On that note we'll take a short break, and 
we'll be back after this message. 

(Announcements.) 

MS. STAHL: To my own amazement, we have run out of 
time. 1 would like to thank the Secretary of State for being our 
guest. 1 am Lesley Stahl* Have a good week. 

ANNOUNCER: This portion of FACE THE NATION was sponsored 
by the men and women of the General Motors Corporation, GM, mark 
of ezcellence. 



600 


Exhibit GPS-43 

SECRET 

■ 5774 

z.tOAAJwwM :f 


vn .3 .;ove",:e: .no, a: c . r. , H: ~azzs : arc 

i “ e e :. n j - i -.j- . ? : . ::t <:e : , ?o. nee <:e: • j 
. r \. j .:: i e e . .50 a::;: . e. 1 -. In o * c a o r -. . ; 

f:. ::i.<:?r r m’tr.:; a ; -s /. e o j: i re ;: : T ; ;; 

: : or, t - r e to tire : o a : : j: ipeei : e . : - ~-? a 

: ..e praie:’,:*:. .a ■ a a .e: a::.::./ 

a"- -• a 5 . .'.:a; : - j:a: pa:. ;;. ; a.. ; - a 3 : . ^ r. .a ::; r ^~ a : „ -: • - : 

Horae:. Ir.e o . :..re eter^ac: 

C. te . j a 5 . Tr. e . or :?en:r. g a cr.anne. t o Ira- oi 
express./ ;er-*j . n : :n:,e: :. : n *itn a p: o p - s « : .. 5 5 j 

**u :.n .no.-aeo a :*‘s 33 .es io a strategy, 505 a n 0 State 
opposes a:.-.3 sa.-ri. 


- . ^ - - / . ? z z . . r. c .* . e • . a . ‘. : j : ..a v. o . j n. trepcse. t r 

,-ic; a:. a r.e t.nat : r e J.j, a_Israe. to t : a n 0 : e: a era 

n .n orue: no est id. tan a cnanne: :0 

e: a r . a ne re:.sea express./ to 5*ncz . ;r, a.or. 
ana naae 0 . e a : :r.i: me J.3. ^oa*a not : : i:e 
ar r.s :or no stages. He 0:3 express a strong interest, 
however, m eszaoiismng a enannei to Iran, ana m 
response to a quest.;n r.e op men tnat tne OSG wo-.o net 
atop sei*.ng arra to Israe^ .c a t: a n s:e r jee-rreo. -.e 
apparent./ mrorr.ej tr.e Presieenz or t.ms act.on. 

3. Heptemper . j35 . A tranater 0 : 503 r0>« anti-tan* 
risoi.es oce.rrea :ron israe. te Iran. A “eet.no -as 
te.u ..n tne President's res.:*nee, at Heoreza:..— 

5 .. - . t e * a a present to jiac.. j t n 1 a . a a.t . J ? 5 a n j 

■<e. nee : j e r 00 ;ec z ea, ana ra.oeo .eoa. eoatae.es te arms 

t: a r. a: a r. 



<•. Jctooec-Oecemoec 4*03 . 'eatings ecc-rrea ..n -or. tor. 
ana e.oewnere oet^een Case/, etne: CIA omcia.s, :iS 7 
personnel, Iranians, ana Israe.is. Peres enose .«i: 
represent Israel, Tne3e uiscussions raae a.ear tnat 
Sepcemoe^^anste^naa potential*/ openea a cr.annnei :.or 
tne U . S •lHHBHillHi wn0 *ctaa*./ attenaeu a Decenoe; 
meeting witn ,icFanane in Conaon. At tms meeting, 
McFanane iaia out USG oo^ectives, and was to.a ov 
Goroamrar tnat Iran couia stop nostage taxing, ana tnat 
Knomemi nau issued a faewa [ pronouncement / tr.at 
terrorism is inconsistent witn tne Koran. 

- ^7~\j 


f- EXHIBIT 




















601 




cea..ng -; : n tr.e . 30 . Tr.e J.S. pe:.oa ica .. / 93;-* t e 
Iranians t n: e ...-e.nce t0 atter.pt t 0 ;on ;; n c s tr.e:: t - a: 
Iran ro*.o net - n tr.e war w;: n Iraq. Acoitiona. 
i r.. pne.n ts 0: aens -ere a.30 pro/toea a j r 1 n g tr.ts cer.o:, 
ipe:::;:a.»/ . J jO p.us 5 08 TOW3 to rep.en.sn 

ij.'H.. sn.prer.t ... iept^r.oer .* 85 . 


: . .ay .*30. ncrar.ane /is; tea lenran a no atte-ptec t: 

- 31 a e .. in 77 g n e r contacts. .-.e ^et aovisers of tr.e 
.eacersnip, out none :: tr.e :r, ree top . eacers -as * 1 ... r. : 
to ‘eet ni.T,. Tr.e I ran. a ns -antes t. e teet.ngs, o.t 
:a..eo to prepare :o: tr.e /.s.t. =t>iroexte: pa.e 
^ r ' a 0 : s t a 000/ of tr.e t a . <. * 0 po.tts preparej ::r 
■:c-a:, ana's *se m Ten ran.. 


*. :ay-Nove-iper .^80 . 0.scissions an. 

0: n t. n 1 e a". 1 T.norrp"so"n r.ac 10.0 5 0 c a e : - 

tr.at at .east one smpnent oc arts -a* 
aztec August .800, *nen Congress passe: 


01 ne r ac t...:. e s 
*:..e: in tr.e :a ; 
r.a . e rsjc.te: Iran 
a .aw 0:0 r.. 0.11 r c 


4 U transetrs to Iran. 1 Tne operation oecame ?uc 
an Ir anian taction soug nt to^en oacrass Aacsanjan 

^ Joecane ;and nay sti*. 

FemaTfti tne JSC’s m ain, p oint oc c ontact,, _ 1 He nao no 

jo vecna ent position 



Otner facts conunum cat ea oy Poindexter mciuaing tr.e 
following : 

— JSC sruppea a totai or 2008 Tow rus3iies, anu 2-40 
items ispares, etc.* cor Saw* air aecense oattenes 
;wrucn J.S. experts oeneve d i.i prove J3e.ess); 


r/ ‘ / " spe&ET 


. ..1* 


76-936 0—88-20 


















602 



~ ” . T 3 f. - 3 - . t 3 1 ■ a Z •£ i v C * *,ii 8 j . C ” 5 1 3 

*n 4 r.; pa * o : *e . ^0 : a 'pro j r; r.3 : y *. 

;j s ~ r •? mat me am:s '.erm.ant ;;on r is p::: 
not mo- no* “-c.. -as :i.; u / Iran, on.y : c - 
?i 4 : to : ne JIA ana 2 C b ; 


r;. noe <: t r 


-- NSC <ept ..o -e.nccr, s o: i 
?oinu*.<:s: saio. 5 o.^ :*oo 

' (> ? • t >> 4 J — 4 • • * • . Ill* J i J t J 

?ronpt. ; . 


:: :r.a -a-tings 
m.^s m *.:wevic, :: 

je: ai <e j :.a: me/ oe 


-- At .ease one contact nas oeen :iaae after pao^ic 

-re oc mis cnannei. Tne Iranians indicated tney 
were s;u4 trying to oocam one release o t two renaming 
Anencan .toscages, and to :md out cne vocation of me 
mree ..ostages nos : recently seizes; 

-- Poinoexcec oeneves tr.e JSC sno-m continue to o-:s^e 
me oo;ectwes oc tr.e finoing, cut ;;j not say anytmng 
aoaut c-t-r* sc.ts tran$ce:3. He sata mat rat error: *aa 
now 4 esa ttgnc*y :st*o so State coum oe no re mvowsu. 


-- Arnacost ana Sofatr erapnasizea me n«eo 
witnesses carefin/> ana to answer ;or:<::* 
questions, especially mose re.ateo to act. 
to January *?. 



o prepa 
a- * 

tries p 


a.. 


o: 








Exhibit GPS-44 




* L 4 . . 1 V 

ui*. 


':. 5<c:?:a: 


'’ovi'i'i*r l 3 , L??6 

f IX HI BIT 

Ij Gfc-W 


Here are some of tne < e y questions the President hay ; 
Wednesday and suggested answers: 

1. me White House nas said you ^ave "no plans" to snip 
additional ani to Iran. Under what conditions would 
you snip them? Would those 3 ame conditions apply to t 
American attitude toward third country shipments, 
mciud mg Israel? 

Answer: The reason ! leciled to allow a small shipment of 

arms was to provide a signal to the Iranians of our intent 
That signal nas been given* However, there are areas vhe 
we disagree with Iran. Iran threatens her neighbors and 
conducting a war against Iraq. Iran continues to support 
terrorism. Until Iran ceases these activities. I will no 
appr ove additional shipment* of Amecican arms to Tran. A 
un t 
J U Si 




•ey Jijve 







t«.luppeet^rar 


r i 4H iitfj 


ranlan-bacxed groups continue to 


practice terrorist* against other countries. HfTTgl 

ictW eg 


Ivlifci l. nt Sil ImI i > LxJLt Iti Ar 1 


UJMLU U.1 lX 


[ginnw wttxvv •/v- • -*i*y 


t. Is the effort to seek a better relationship still going 
on? rf sc# 4 iil the NSC still oe responsiolt for 
implementing tne President's policy? 

tnswe r : The objective reasons why it was s ?ood idea to 
:r 3oe for better relations have not seen changed v/ t*e 
’evelations of the past two weeks. It is atill in America’ 
.ong term interests to see< better relations with Iran. *o 
<e will carry on with that policy. However, tne tineas 
:oma for the dialogue to be put into regular, thoug.n Still 
u;et, liolomatic channels under the direct 



mrnrsKasmri i 11 


by P. fisaa; National 






















604 


* 


_ . ¥ V 



j o- t 99 


4. At* you abandon:n? tn* A.n*r;can no*ta<j**? you 

di*cu»* tn* lost*?** ': t*. tn* Iranian*? 

Answ**: _w* •'ill not abandon out nos*a<j«s. >* nav* always 
HT^nat v« at* ■nlli.-.? to t*l< to any on*, to any ^rouo to 
any jov*:nn«nt about tui: aaf* t*l*as*. mat contmu** to 
‘b* our oolicy. 3 ut vnat v* nav* not Ion*, and will n*v*r 
do, it to 31 /* m to t*rror;*t d*«and*. To do io would only 
iv/it* nor* tarror; an. : :«cofl.nir* that tn*r« ar« r:*A* m 
tn;» ool;cv. 3ut in tn* long run a fir* policy of r*imnq 
to otv* m to t*r rotian .nil n* iaf*r dot A.ntncan titittn* 

' and a Ttttr guarantor of \ff*rican mt*r**t*» 


J*rry 




o 


imp 



605 


Exhibit GPS-45 


***• Jcund jam* i.idw.duaia , a .... . _ 

?o«isH ‘or :a di«; visa.... :;,, e * 4r *, Saeeioia"!. ?!. 
* ri n • fc * *4> 




?Sb«* wiea whoa w« weco daalmy w*c* jnaer-j 


Puiout *nd 


anerjatvocehy. -hey tee tdvocaetc *nd practiciona*,‘of • a 
vtry tcoucyo w* * f , eiyaemy aleevnere In eh* Corid ' 

locoing jnUiUiB 7 tot ea * v.ea 



“ g ocaanUac n«d been redacted ay the cxa an a contact 
tinea, aseai aavarai yo:yytapha, ehoy concluded ha vaa a 
haoieuai Caorieacor* wno couid noe aa crutred. 



On Noveaner II 


Z. *Vo did aoo eondon* and d« noe condone ea* aaipnens of am 
Xeo* ocaar eouaenes.... »* ana* had nothin* eo do wtea otbar 
couatriao or Unix taipaoae od a can or do my wane eaay'ea 
doinn.* 

— Ao your auhaoquaa* clarlgteaeloa notta, wo Know that :traoi 
<mo aaapylay wanyoao. La a July, 1313 dUeuoolon with lud 
Borirl aoo. timll WA otroocor Oo nun l oorid Ciscae directly 
oauytt «-l* aypKoral at xsrnnli arw staafut to Iran, t an 
told and did us aancelas in c h asiynsoen sue told ease can a_i. 




606 


— :*tt die ace. lin*4fa wcvhii «nd -.J. luppiy .* t nown 

ay t.Ba (ict eftat, tn aaely IMI. we »uppUtd 501 tewr :: :, ri ,; 
co eaplace taoea te Bad me to tnn i.t Sapceaoar IMS. 

-- «iii essay's eastioeny Joe toaoeeow eavaels e.nae :.i :io'/a«»oar 
.365 cat c:a Balpad H*w< ay :a 

lean te sna SSC staff* eaqueae. Shoc*;ne;y, sna -ISC *t*jj 
denies Bavin* aade crus eequesc. 

— tn* SJC seaff Baa. apparencly aeeaflped cnee louenecn ur 
transpore carry aany ad taa am ca Erin. the CTA aayr tai* -.a 
no lonpec a propciaeary. re is aoeevoeeny, sowavar, taae it it 
ui «aaa airline oa waves aaaertfur an* acaara c* cried in* eo 
taa Coneeaa. rate *Lli undouaeedly coapUrace oar lUocti eo 
tuppocc eaa Coneeaa. 

3. **aa atostoR waa saevad ease aada ia waive eeapoearily joe 
cate easily oiniacule aaoune of apaca paces and defensive 
weapons.... taa *o-cailad vtolaeion aid noe la say way eleac 
eaa sUleacy aalanea oaewaan eaa ewa oounmes.* 



_ Mtcaone any tfualiileacion, O-taalUa is * creature of era 
"ovaenaenc of lean, aod tear ls its *au oaaxar. paeroo. aces 
supplier. and advisee. 




607 


- i 


i < 



— Tft* Ravolueionary J uatie* Orfanizaeion (ftJOl naa claitad 
cc*dLt Sac eft* Kidnapping at two of ta* laat cnra* Aaaeicart 
loaeaf *r. tft* Kidnappmf at ta* efticd w am elaia*d ay ta* 
Calanr Jlftad OrpaAizatiorr, as traaian-conteollad entity. 



— v* at* eonrlacad ease m*i«ai-»eaaeroLl*d «roup« Ml Cacanon 
acr* canola dad toot te U bt ante Inuut e* kldu* 
additional laocicanct*cau*w» wtnc*v«r w* *ay «ay> ft**ctc* doer 
pay euioa. 


J. *oue purport* war*...so DrlAf 4 nrfoeiaeed and to ta* 

Iran-Lead »ar. * 

•^pansny a eaann«l of co*untcaeion* to Tran coaid aareen taae 
and. T9* aupply of era*, «v*n in ca* eoncaie you daaceiaad, 

- M t t an i y ujc* bu aoc* mrxanaifaae tad sort <*c an 
pro— er tet af ea» *nr. T9* tram art .rmdrrtmp up ntnond it 
a** nsifid * nlor Braafttflroupir, and oeh*r arar luppliar* Mill 
to* dlar*d*rd Opacatloa 1tanned t££otu. tvacyon* wea 
nptr.vct Ur trmr and do*Uar wltd Cnnians SintlT »*lier** 
cmk *• n*r* iMftMud ta* u*c a i a£ ts* pnydMlovial 

—+ wxtttdad But. *• n** ftras car eft o — «m nwmfcllT for 
mp on <rt on. OR • wiTir Iff pgnactr, Ay**alia* nmnai 
a** cold air a mo* eft at dr* ti n *a faun** ttpttaaneacirar 
"pnaaoead thaw*!*** a*ai*ly and amly ae eft* door off caie 
nation, uUftiftff eo ««t*oLlaft c*laetona. may vnh eo apologize 
for tft*lc maea**, out our nation cajatta :na«.* 
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i. *Theco * ni*ea**n peceepeioiT enae w* nave oten Asian** .• 
ten ?ac soumf.' r * a » 

— :e ia ’/•ey clear eo eh* Iranian* enac w* were exchanging 
acta tor hoaeag**-. nefaelan* wifocaed eh* Secretary t.nae 

relaaaed on Movenoec 23, 

Haw* itiiuu •::* 

ran iS en* noacaget <#r* 
wee* eene via a c:a 
oeapis* u« !act mae no 

noaeagen war* celeaaed.) 

— Os xeverai occaaionn, hcfaelan* and Poindexetr deacnsad the 
op eraeiorr eo at*, and OLU* sorts dencnbed it eo oenecx, an 
botar ana foe iokmm, and in ion oaao* an Many toe 
hoacagoa. tvoey eta* a boatage wan relaaaad, it wan peecaded 
ay a xnipaent of aran eo Iran. Regardlaea of our aeaeenonea eo 
ea* conerarr* w* ace convinced ehae eh* Iranian leaderamp 
oeiievea eaae ve waa involved in ane-Soc-boecagee axcaangea. 


T. ’tty Caoinee oanoera w*cd oonauleed throughout, aad oue 
policy omactive* w«s* never in dtnpue*** 

— tbtr t* nan ecu*, TS* ttceaeary <rt ttae* wan cold oie at 
leant four oceantoon ehae lie irpraial im war conplately turned 
off- ttr lent ausfc tier war tr mm od.aftir Mr . th* 
Soocee ary war *rv*c tte w a r* rtad&sfp M vmmk tsforaed. off 
nmim* 1 * ttr ta t*acaa> aad dr- war uoawara at tn* ctx role 
in. cxannf ertiat ttw e wnape na , Mtt CM Secreeaxian of seat* 
aad Oof ana* were fuaiy. oeponod to eb* rupply ot am >sd 
continued eo naa* their oppentioo taowq eo en* Ptenldent. 


s mo# repoeeeo enae noacagee would be 
^^^ISd^an^jhae lataeL planned to Sly 130 
fl^^HH^H^^Iseael, xuoaequently.ee 
BHT.iiim. (in en* evene, en* tnvpaenea 
pcopeieeary and war* delivered eo lean 


I. 


pooliirtry>• wr would hcv* bad 








ammi^ae 14 eft * woexad 4* pUnnad, «jmd lava 

/ !- 5^ •*i d,ne * ”* e “• condan# tradjjny aore^aL ^r 
ira#* -*• andecsesnd sn*e ecion<| ec* ect<iricie« 

wa.x «, «»aii. t of idiiuoux uit u ! «Ji 2 L .:J”, 
ralaaaa of nor* aa*ta<j«». rtf tfti* dad verkad. le - 3 * 1 

concluaivaiy ioown eoae ui pciea t or daccj.nv so* *2 h^? h4w ? 

:vo nodca'ir r.iuitd vaa *r5«. ,€ " in * M * « dd ‘*i«"*i 


9. *w# jaid tnae w* did. aoe *ane to do simntti wt-a m 

naeion :aae opanly sack ad uccocua. thara daa oaao tvidanea 



—Uehoutfi oao My b* tAlo eo tr?u+ ute Kaon css* wtrv u 
intensely urTittk dy Wf rrmisn* duns? 1315 u zs* y v«r* 
..draerly, tnere is no douae case Iren nee not reduced m e^v 
^sy ics support for Lntemecionel :tr:oc:ra end ovlt f?itnos*sn: 
ellioe, es *ell is ent :nree ne* icencaa noreeoes ua •sasaon 
continue co suffer. -««ra < 
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10. « 4 y ^ atiundocrcandin? o t on# of ny 4nsw*r* 

comqhc. Tft#c# * caicd country mvoivtd in oar itcrte 
projoee *tth tnrr..*. r __ 


* # 



11. *T was noe Btatklnr any law.... t davo tha enae undar 
eas law eo dolor ropoceiap sn Contrast.. .* 

— jorloua lopal quooelona aeiso Sac evo reasons: 

a) wa Know of and ovldonely ac^Uoseed la Israeli ahlpsene* ta 
Teas ooaeas belors eas Jaaasry tftt fctndinf waa sided. A 
conera! issue is Bow w« 0914c* sue ksavlodfa tad sppsxeae 
aceopeaace ofi sueft sdlpssaes wife* eas (tec ease,. otsc * year 
Ueer, w* bars setlX add lafiail Osspcaa* o£ a eatrd »a«r 
creastee as ws ass n^ilnd eo- ds usdsc eas las Expose Coeerol 


a> Ae lease os# saipsene of (T.X. acts say bass last ebe O.E. 
Sac traa iSlar Aupusc DM* wttaa congress paaaad a law 
probXdltlap all er analera eo teas, walla a aeeonp aepuaane can 
as sad* ease eas riadlaf oaa ausaoe^xs esaasfara probiaieed ay 
eas AteA'a monacal pcoslslossr ease aerusaae oecaae aoea 
dtaeiaals is eas Ssem a t eas spsciflg penal Blelaa u Aupuae. 


a) ElasUy^wdls 


SOI of eas national Ssouriey A«e 
m at a t LapaX ausAoclcy Is eas 
Map and tat* o£ nod es of 

aa^stS^MMBsddssasd ay lapialacors 


OrsroU, eats sselos ami Id Usd eo ttreher easeeleelona on ebs 
»real done'* Ispal aueaodey. 
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Exhibit GPS-46A 

MUSHED 


3 C - 



-- 

„/,./« - At , <z*y 

I * - . r irtiaiij Dxijair«<J7.fi*ihiid «_£L2rrL2®' 

A/ • A/**'- - ^ vndlrpRudlMlofLOLIBM 

P ' ' by ?. RjgM, ffstfeml Socurfl/ Council 

( 7 *-.— *- J' - J/»- v^C’ 1 

40 c*~4.-b GsVlJJ +* s*. { /fit 

(h-Q* # £ if' ^ 

jU 

-ttu uiJXi i^Uh ^ <^- 

Lty/ •’ / >&»< cr- 4ciF~' ^ 

^Tr<7 Lah*f Ml*±U j~ 

($.<}. sj v^W ^ ' 

v^dik . — c^mJffU,^-/r *{ f^ 
^.$\ 7 !^*^ / Uff~ j 7 ^ 

ua «u^/’r4 




£.$• A/- /^. / /*/> 

/^U^« J*^ h ^*^iw ^ “ ^h/ djLd y^hjA 

*cr l *. u * j ‘'‘ /J + 

C-S' At^td <£o~**+- / £./^ 

^ fcl > ^ ^ » 


y ^t k *~h %***(* o 

9 *Sb£ TcnAS Ts< 


A4*<A~*t — /f 


<£.*• dJUL f\JutMk 4*< / *- $** sdtfd J 

LJ" JU**^ AJuJd) *~jdy] ^ A c+*f&&b 
*/u^||Vv^^ / 0 U« n J* 4 - • 

^ S* AL < +. 9 . J^t— i w— rf, ^“t ■ /****f 

^ 7 ,rfU %A i ffipA? 

4 / Tr~~/ 0*~r"T 

JFIFtrST ya^vJf * £ filh+xJ W- 7^ 5«-/^ 
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. , UlMOLMOOiriLU 

^ 'T 

y r, **r’ **» mv 

a 4j^/^.yMy ~f«J- A m — dkJ ^ 

.V- G> .S. ajJLjLM 

J zfkiL. ~-.Lfci$Sfv. 



oti ?***- -*vl 

Mr .**/ f++ + C^j * Jte/(, 

4 ~ )U<.i ‘U. Wt*^ avev. -fL. £oa*$ 

b*M ^ ^ 

f*yr 4>@J C S‘ A 07 ^ 

llu W** u/' 

^Ua-AW^ v 4 JlkJ ^ + Ate 

^Au. r>wu - c*Mf.-f% £•*• ^'[Ik'iV + C ^- 

^$*Si fcf*~ '^ArM sfyrf [} . 

^ £ T-f Hf L.C_ , /^ ./^ ^ 

SJT uicnkJ + *3 u /W-v . 


LyC^ , f^,fi4 JtL 

uiwUJ ^ u /U . 

£ oM > JU ** — M l>/*/*yt AaQ&u. / f b+J ama* u 


614 
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UNcuMirltU 

^^ S —th A-cA-i/m 
+• (JisfuAJ •&*. z A. ^ 

5" /*4 t U+- tat-s <^f fi/ ^ dJlA. & 

<r+- o.<k+* ^ «J.i/. *+ a-. 

fc, fc*-*'*- cLf .’ 7^ 

^AiJL UUAw*-, f 1 • - 

LthUi xM^l, 

U> l *fji > fjff C ^ 1 4 •}" *t 4 M ■ 

* .fod* 

tL~ (c 

t J. t ^ * u r ( i v^ * “*' r, rr^ A 




l*—-U J.v«-t~t *" 


I 


^JkT*<W^ ^ u ~^- 

Ha^Sfe. *1*^“(VUv^ i /*£■* A*“*- ^ ^ 

I) 6 * • m*^ 4 - *?T1 **T) ^ 

dn ttffis* l&L S^L H - V, 

M^Jr % ^r • 

iL=d:ff **- - 
npiu, 
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^luwoimu 


^ , • (ih 

j M&-- ik un A- 

/&!dSfzf; I 3 “T* * fr?~ *^7 - -<~ 
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Exhibit GPS-46B 


WOT 



* 

J*jc C©v*^ — 


CSJZ _ 

j 7131 

■*—S***— 


^ * ^Ur\L*km VLn ^lO* 7** 

U- cJ^t ^ri^u— M • /» ^'3• - ^• S . 


U. cJWit y/ur-. M 


j L*t> '<« > 


~1 • 


*“) 


■§^r 4 ' 


p. ,*c.s. + A f. - 4 tf~y 

K • /*V y*fts>cA iVu«.r 7^ Jjr*~ • 

c=s-4^ -tLat*LJ 

N« w*# — ,***jfjJ 

^ oisM **|Af — “ _ 


ft' hO^^Mo'i iu to*«Lj 

/i- — fN, ■\Aj| G& . /tO^aA**, $h&J \/k*M 

t mm uif. - ^ >y »«. 

" kt+A ~ji^ tOiM 


putmy facumw/aan «t 
udir|8Mi(U.BQI 
b* B. Rfft, Maori ICttfty Couodl 


.• IINP.I UNIFIED 
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N-v. if- 

& • f*C- fijfik- £-$ • r db^M 'f^l- *Mi lx M 

XiK&%* A*4f^ ^ 7^1* ^ w*-* 

0 7 
ta#l ^rM. A $4« • > ^^4 ^ <UxtXii • 


W 1 * 
w<\ - 


fctc to - 


! 


£> y« At. 

£>.S. -/4*-fcf **• <hui+Z- ; 

. J~cV-c«ifci "K^* M . f\y **«**•] 

■£(X~.I Ht «Amsu <w^.. - - M ■ *i*~Ai /m *b f 

O^AK *{£*)" ^ *•& /^* vf< l fV "' ! 

Jtf® ;.SAyr 

Am*»< ~~ U "Krf ^ - 


nuMSsro 





tAr^ cJ- U 


7 . L tf - 4 JW^j 

(£f- P Vv* W^ /V*J 

'.*.*. A.’J*4 »J+M C^k w*ot , W v^cfiu-s^ 
ooLfe*. O y> > w^flA W 

^ 4 ""“" ? ■■ >v » lv*^|*<fc* **A0 ll Aift» tflP v/i- 

sr~ 7 <^* - - ^L. - 

JO^ - <fcf^ 4v-^ . 

S"y t *w*» y *“ ^ ' ” 


(<wi *r 
<VW + 



"Qiy, ^ * $u » v » 

AysMx CJ^fc» • t-f*^**' $*? 

k<J UfcW 

> A*/ AA 

$*u*J N * f y NM 


^k»1jlv»y , 


(5 • 5 • U«-4 « -7^°^ ^ 

^*4“ 4* ; c*4jL4 -j^ ” ^ ^ 

*,&■ aj . iLJ £>i. <J+-^iM*u*i 




lllttl JSSIflFIl 




•u * * 
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Exhibit GPS-47 



>/(/ /$-t— 


JLG£*~Z 

CTfcCL: OXDR 



t 







‘ 4 OPI J y lU 
, P. MiC*! 


Inmn r r; n c ; p a i s l r v o ; 


s>nrjr:c> 


t : ac : $ -1 : n w r.c* : .he N^nai 
ncJif OhCRBAN If \ft II^HlI^H 
Attached are biograpmc 
:;;ree juils, 


uhorbannar, :ru* principal :t rred : arv , l $ *tli 

s.iokft to ui 4ovj i> tnc >uo;ec; of 4 * 3 urn Notice” based on awr 
assessment t *i 4 t nr , > an : ; : s 4 ; .; tr. : e fabricator. The 
.?p:r:ncn: a? ,:h< -js :r.r of :.»e c;.jin<; recipients of tun 
'Sum ‘or,:? ' 4 nj : .a• -as fi.en another cop* of : .n a t seoc. 


-UCM 9 411 l f«; . * . :: -*?.•* ..-.dividual i',i *,« !ia*e 

found it Jifftiu.t i dealing *t:n mo to separate fact fro* 

■ ; c t ; o ft. V«c "I'u;" g:».n* Cur .negative assessment of 

»: s intei I i g rue c I'ot^nt.al. is a result of tne considerable 
fiction >nr i duno . at; ms * n: or aa c; :n. however, to give hie nt> 
:ue. there is c on s i i«* r ao l r fact stir round mg tne wide circle of 
..nfluential contacts ^uor-.-am: ai :la;ns. It :s this lattei 
aspect of Uio*ban i f j i -.i.ci interested cne XSC. lit was, in 
fact, a useful, it ».<ncvu{ uncontrollable, intermediary! 

■■■■>:. Price 

Hf:ce, w 4 s w.noi t»an : f a:'s prtoarv . ra.mir. government contact. 
..nat l»:;le we v.now nf !i earned froa Chorbonifar and 

so ui;«*ct contacts • > t .-n; . f. 










(4t *^ tkAt ubarbaiTTar vat out 

of 57» mi i iiUmiuiI uaum tkit Uirkuifir vti as 
"iruui iatfUi|«i<:r official" iAtir«itt4 la ii|iUiua| a 
itttlmai of Um Miti|i iiiui. 
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. 26 


S 

5 -: 



■*. iatr ifc^rarv of State 
Political ^'Tam^r' 

U 


-\u*in/1an:'£? C Z0S20 

. •:• 4 . 


J.C.W. 

h»jse«n 




MEMORANDUM fOR THE $ZZ*IZ\?'! 

SUBJECT: I;w 

tft# NSC-cMairad naatitq on ::i n rata ; i i tr.is -crnitq acout 
is axpactta. T.na CZA cciaztc on ;: j ctmta.s *.3 Z: i n. *« 

asxad :r.t :«SC staff foe rtccrds of conversations. A<ji:n 

wa qoc li.tla satisf icoion. Hcwrrd Taicne: dimed o.tace wttt 
to naacors, sue or.at tt tad < ap: sort notes. aqrtad tnat tt 
would we »*• jp ms notas vitn ona ntip of Caoeqt Java, vno was 
peasant at aost of t.na aaatmqs. TMs is ooviously not vaey 
satisfactory. Tha Justica Dapactsatt ray nava sort Luc x in 
ootaimng wnatavae racoeds say axist. 


r preposad tnat Arnia c.tair a worxir.g 7 roup tms afttrnoon 
to davalop a gania plan for naxt staps :n o.r Z:in policy. Sia 
;s inviting cna rapeasanta11 va froa tact acancy. rnara was 
soma loosa talk oy NSC rapeasantativas acau: getting up a nav 
NSDD. I deflected :n;s foe now, anc Z isxac Actia to favalop 1 
papae you can usa m youe naxt seating wit.-. tr.a Prasicatt voice 
outlines a coapcenensive action p*ar. 


Mictaal 3 . Araactst 


Skfidf? 

ocTTToAbR 
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Exhibit GPS-48 


•isi 


UNCLASSIFIED 


0 C •OSiO 


:tcr*c«r .}H 


<•*'1 * ** W JN' ' \ 

crdff piCiJtii -IS c - 
<jf3.R*i' f .K-C"2l» 4: " •' 


3/S • Aaoassador :iitno Las ?iae; 
MCA - Jonn a. Kail/ 


4221 


SOWSCT; Aaarican aoaea-jaa m leoanon: NSC tnvolvenene 

aj you requested there foliowa ay account o< ena avanta 
including aooert Jicrstiane. Oliver Mortn. and oehera andtne 
ralaaaa of American hostaqe oavid ,'acoosen in teoanon. 
request eaat you forward enia to taa Sactaeary. 

INTROOUCTJOH! Aa t reported in ay caole eo you, in 
accordance with our aeandard practiced to maintain minima* 
ciaaaifiad holdings oacauaa of the danqe: at aeeecx, ail of :.*.e 
caoiaa telaemq to tsua aaeeet ware daatroyad. t nave 
reconstructed tna following fron an admittedly ha*Y *** 0 **i * : 

was an intanaa 4-day period wieh occasional **«**“»* *"* , 

around Sairue. Thera ware aany secure pnona calls and qvu-s » 
numoer of claaeiflad eaoles. I doe vary Uetle alaap 
tnae parted. Throuqnoue tna antira affair t operated under ...a 
oaliaf tnae ena Sacraeary was oeinq tapt mforaed oy 
Poindexter, t reqcee profoundly enae tnia appaara noe .a nave 
o«n "a ciaa. SScauei of Poindexter's oft repeeteyn junction 
•o communicate eo tna whiea Bouse only tntou«}n™|ij|B*nd ...a 
occasional aeaeaaane eo me tnae ‘State was oatST^*!***" 
of,* I oelieved enae t was following ena propar couraa. 

TtXTt On July H t aae with' eha Sacraeary for 10 minutes 
eo dlacusa ay aeaiqnmene in taoanon. Aa t nad noe yae aae wi.n 
Rrbare Ncfarlane, t was unawara of eha negotiations wien^in 
tnvolvtnq arna transfer. > 






IXHIBIT 

6gs^j r 
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On August a : ttt w 11 n Rootrc Mcfirlint for apprcxmatt./ 
ont .-.our *c -;:s rffict. : rtdutscsd t.nt late;.-.? otcaust «■ j 
txptcit.nct lacanon. :.n tnt courst of a ?tntcil discussion 
of :«oir.ti( :o..:;:a, Mcftrlans :3lJ it Prtsittr.t -.ad 

dtcidsd < no data a'.vtn) to author irt ns?oe;ations *;:• :;j- 
wnicn would mvoivt tnt nil o< \mtrican tent m sxcnanqt f:c 
tnt rtlttat or Amtricsn noseaqss m isoanon. Mcfarlir.t :o.: <* f 
t.ntt tnt Sterttary of Stitt nad oppostd men a ?o*ity, :-ac 
oe.ntr Ciomtc itmotrs nad ottn ..nvoi/td, out tnac tnt 
nad madt ms daemon. Mcftrlana ustd words to tnt «f!tct '\-g* 
tms was a ‘’dost nold* opacat.on involving an txtrtmt*/ 
rtstrieead nunotr of individuals. 

Ncfarlana said tnac tvtn t.nouqh nt nad Itft tnt Govacnatne* 
nt was still mvolvtd with tnt associations m Iran and nad 
nada a trip to Iran m tnt Spring, Ncfarlana said tnat snould 
tnt na?ociacions star fruit* r would esetivt *bacx cnanntl* 
instructions from Admiral Poi.ndaxctr concacnln? tnt potential 
rtltast of any noata?ta. 

On August 11 : ntt oritfly with Robtet Carla of tnt NSC 
staff who worxtd for North. North was tut of town and : did 
not stt him prior to dtparturt for 9tir;t. Caclt said tnac nt 
undtrstood tnat t nad ottn oeitftd oy ncfirlant and tnac 
Admiral Pomdtxttc would nttd my eoopsncion if tnt tfforts 
orouqht any rtsults. 

On August 16 tnt Stnact confirmad mt and on August 13 : 
dtparttd for Stirut. 

C htard nothin? mort on cht suo:tct uneil Thursday* 

Octootr JO* wnen t rtctivtd a mtssa?t m Btirut to ttltpnont 
’’Mr. Ooodt" at a pnont numbtr m Otrmany at aoout 1:30 p.m. 

Mr. Cooda turntd out to bt Olivtr Nortn* wno advistd it mat 
tmnqt wtrt movin? and I should prspart for visitors. Ounn? 
tnt coucsm of tht afttrnoon of that day t racaivad savtral 
sacurt ttltphont calls from Rooarc Carla and/or Cm? Coy of 
tnt NSC ttaff. t also rtccivad a caolt from Admiral Pomdaxctr 
slu??td • ms ONLf* for mt. Tht calls and tht massa?t mforiaa 
mt that I was to amran ot^a htlicopttc_t o tranaport OUvar 
North# fUcnacd Sacord, that m^nt; 

that t waa to providt taactnouaa^^MMI^B^^M|B *nd oe.ntr 
dttails m ctlation to htllcopttrs and oe.ntr io?Tstic 
arranqtmtnesi Tht caolt from Pomdtxttc i.nstructtd it t 
commumcact on this suo:tct only with mm and only oy t.n 
"PRIVACY* cnanntl. 



MW*!? 

•linaii'i'Jiii 





Our in* the day of friday, October H» c nod various secure 
telephone conversations with Kerle end coy et tne hsc *no 
eeeerted they were speakinp on behalf of Poindexter, t alio 
received additional ltd ONLY cablee free Poindexter. All of 
theee calla and caolee related to the logistics and locations 
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Saturday, tfovtaot: , was mocr.tr day of run 
c,ai;a with Sacit and Coy and somt "5YIS CNLf- cio.ts 
Poindtxttr ct.netrtd ioouc wntc.ntc tnt rtltatt vou.d :a<t piact 
^njjiri; or Damascus. Shortly afttr 6 ?.a. : rtctivtd a 

from Sac It or Coy t slim? *nt tnt rtltsss rfouli :• 
^^T777uc t.nae mqnt and to rtmai.n on altct to txfil:;i:t 
vhotvtr vat rtltaatd. : rmir.td with *y <ty ptcsonntl ac t.ct 
Cmoaasy all t.iac ruqnt awaitmq ntws. 


At - : 4 5 a.m., Sunday, Novtmotc 2, : vat infocatd oy <ny 
stcucity offictr cnat Jacooatn nad ottn ctltastd at our Anntx 
m Watt Stirut. r pctpartd an armtd totorcadt to Croat tnt 
Gcttn him up and atttmpttd to cttch Carla or Coy 

on eniHB stithtr vat t.ntrt to ( spokt to tht Stmor 
Offictr at tnt Whitt tfoust Situation Root and told hit to 
infora Adairal Poindtxttr. I foilowtd that with a PLASH "tYts 
ONLY* caolt to Poindtxttr. At aoout 8:15, too aratd totorcadt 
dtparttd and rtturntd within 43 tinutta with Oavid Jacooatn wno 
wtt dtlivtrtd to iry rtsidtnct. l tntn instructed-ay staff to 
stnd a PLASH caolt to Statt mforamq tht Otpartatnt of 
Jacobson's ctltast. Subsequently, C was infocatd by Car It that 
Adairal Poindtxttr vat note dlapltaatd that t had violated hit 
instructions to coaaunicatt only with h;i. 



Fnt several caoltt CTIS ONt 
Ixttr rtqordTnf ja£oottn't coaatnta on tht dtaandt 
resented bv tht ctotort, tht conditions of othtr hostaqts,^B 

He • i alto atxtd foe a ^ 
Sat 4rtd picx up^Jacoottn out vat told oy tht 
Whitt Houtt to http Jacooatn in Stirut to await tnt rtltatt of 
a stcond hostaqo. t wat told that prtaatuct puolicity could 
;topardixt tht ttcond rtltatt. t alto had numerous itcj, 
convtrsae;ont aoout htlicopttr fliqnttP^ 



About 1:IS p.a. a local radio station oroxt tht ttocy of 
Jacobsen 1 * ttltaat. Tht Statt Optrations Ctnttr calltd tit on a 
non-atcurt lint to at* for dttailt of what wat qoinq on. : 
told thea that r could not spaa* on a non-ttcurt Una. : :ntn 
calltd Carla on ttcurt, told hit aoout tnt inquiry frot Statt, 
and atxtd that appropriate ptoplt at Statt ot ontftd. I tnimc 
r also atxed that JCS bt informed btcaust of tht movements of 
military htlicopttrs and tht pottiblt nttd for a military 
medvac flight, but l may havt madt that etqutst tnt pctctdmq 
day. I wat told ttvtral tiatt by tacit or Coy that Start and 
JCS -had bttn taken cart of.- t interpreted this to mean tnac 
appropriact ptrtonntl had bttn infocatd and/or nad ottn 
receiving copitt of my caoltt to Poindtxttr. ; 


UNtWO 
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ONfflOTED 

S A L i S 

■HHHH||HmiimHmm[^iB3oo § 

f-^^Cyrpu^sn^T^^s^vacoosan^uutcon tud mac ns *or<ad 
*ac sscoc t and More.*. on cms opsracion. Hs said na ai * 

•at--ad A;: To rot :f!.:ic. lacar Mortn flaw into Cypns an t 
Swiss cnsrtar flight# out dus to oad assents could not ntio to 
Ssiruc. At soout 10:00 p.o. : too* Jscoossn, waits snd Outton 
to iy rssidsnes to slssp ovsc msne. Sosseins around t.ntn : 
rsctivsd « ctil fro* :.*.• Stats Opscaciona csntsr on t.nt apsn 
1 ms tnd fro* Carls or coy on tot Sscurt m:fl? is if actillsry 
was snsliing ay nous* ss was asms raporcad ay tns isdia. : 
dsclmsd to rsspond to tns Stats Ops csntsr on tns non-sacura 
Lut and asuad Carls to pass tns word cnat tns nouss was not 
bam? snsllad. tns nssrsst rounds wars ispacem? 1200 sstsrs 
away* t thin* r a?am asttd tns MSC rs?acdm? taifctn? to Stats 
and was told tftat tnsy would tats cars of tns waaninscon*and 
and tnat t should tats cars of tns Isirut snd. 


At 5:15 a.a. novsaosr 3 C toot Jacoossn# waits and Outton 
pact to tns Caoassy and awaitad north's arrival oy hslo ae 
I a.a. North raaamsd on tns ground for psrnapa 1/2 hour snd 
caltsd to as conctrnin? t possibls additional hoaea?* rslsass 
as tins as to aameam tns Caoassy on alsrt for anochsr 
attraction. At aoout 5:45 a.a* north# Jicoosan# waits# snd 
Outton daparttd oy nsiicopctr. 

Our ms tns ttaamdsr of novsaosr 3 I *.ad a £•* sscura voica 
axchanssa with tns whits Hours# wmen mdicaesd tns nsc was 
still nopms for a sscond rslsass. 

tns avsnms of Movasoar 3, tns pro-Syrian Araoic-lanquas# 
assasms As-Shirra, pusilsnsd m Isirut# oroxs tns story of 
ncfarlans's trip and nssotiationa wita Iran. 


On 11/4# as osst l can rsasaesc# I rsctivsd a 
froa Poindsxtsr which told as I could stand down 
status# hut rsltsracsd that any furchs^oaauruca 
aattara should bs *CYC5 OHLf co 


final isiiaqa 
froa alart 
tion on cnasa 
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Exhibit GPS-49 



mc( ii or i) 

ORION N00S-M 
I Mr 0' 10C-M 


STATE JIM?) 

/Ml A 


s/s-o 

OUTGOING 


Cfl/IS MJM7 

I 


i 

* 


MOO 4 S 1 


ORAfICO IT: TUI P ROVIOC 0 IT WHITE HOUSE 
APMOVCO IT S/5 AMOUINN 
0 MC R 0 S 5 MA N ISUIS1 

s/s-o rhiishop 

OCSIMO 01 stl HUT I 01 . • - 

NOT TO AOS 

.linn i jis*ii /ii 

0 IJISJII 0 E C If Iff! 

Ml SCCSTATC WASHOC 

to amconsui fimruii niact imncoiate 


f 0 R T “V— STATE 

MOO I s 

TREAT AS SPECIAL CAP!ION 


Jiff IJ 


turn 






(K LO. 1»56 


c.o. msf occi o ao i i 

TASS 

SUDCCT CAVE/0UM8AR TAUINf POUTS TOI USC WITH 



CTCS OMIT TOI CHARICS OUNIAl Of MCA MOM S/S 




J 


I. TOP SECRET • ENTIRE TUT. 


I. FOIL OWINS 0 1 SCUSSIONS WITH THE WHITE HOUSE. THE 
ACTINC SCORE T AIT HAS OIRECTEO THAT TOU USE THE fOllOWIN* 
TAIIINC POINTS IN TOUR MEETINI OR OCCEMIER 13. THESE 
TALK INC POINTS SUPERCEDE All PREVIOUS POINTS. 

3. NSC/WHITE HOUSE APPROVE yCRR^^^ERE NCE fOR 
CAVE/0UH8AR OISCUSSION WIThHHHHHHH 



lllim r.n^irirn 
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PACE M Of 13 STATC 


31(f23 


S/S-0 

OUTGO! 


CII/15 IIJ(I) N O 0 4 S 



.. tHt UUTUAl STRA1ECIC IAIt«tStS Of OUR N AI IONS RCiAl* 
UNCHANGED OCSPITE RECENT REYCIAIIONS. IHERCfORC. 

MISIOOT INIENOS 10 CONTINUE A CHANNCl Of tOMMU N I C AI I ON S 
TO f K C GOVERNMENT Of IRAK. 


•• tut C U R R C NT CHANNCl. C V C N IHOUGH A COllEAGUE U»£ 

T h C ft ACC Of C A V C. Will CONI VNUE 10 SC USCO fOR SOTK 
POIICT ANO 1NTCIUGENCC 0ISCUS5I0NS. . • _ 

-• IN THE fUTURC. 1HC OCPARlMENt Of STATC Will l( CS- 

TAIL I5HINC AN APPROPRIATE CNANNCl f 0 R PASSING 

author i tAt i vc poucr messages. 


.. TKC UNITEO STATC S SC C S THE UTIIIH Of HAYING A MEANS 
Of CONOUCIINC A OUIOCUE WITH YOUR GOVERNMENT. HOttlYER. 
THERE Will •( NO f UR TKC R TRANSfERS Of AMERICAN Mil f T A R t 
COUIPMENt TO TOUR (OYCRNMENt WHIIE IRAN RCfUSES TO 
NEGOTIATE AN CNO TO IRAN-IRAO WAR ANO WHIll IRAN CONTINUES 
TO SUPPORT TERRORISM ANO SURYERSION. 


-• THE CONTINUCO NOIOING H OS f ACE Of US. CIIIICNS IN 
lE I ANON ST A CROUP SUSCEPtlllE TO TOUR COYCRNMENt’S 
mriUCNCE REMAINS A MAJOR OISIAClE IN THE IMPROVEMENT 
Of RC l AT t OHS BETWEEN OUR TWO COUNTRIES 

•* WE TRUST THAT II fURTHERAWCE Of OUR MUIUAl COAIS. 
TOR Will TAIE IT UPON TOURSElf TO ARRANCE THE RElEASE 
Of All WESTERN H OS T ACC S HCIO IN IEIANON AS OUICIIT AS 
POSSIIIE. 

SHIITE 


UkSSIFIED 


/ 
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MLftSHD 


_ i • /% to he the first point on Iran s 

rurnU|to|htt j**** the ° I ran i ans ire ready to present 
, ? end * i ran• I r 10 war and on the removal of 

their ";!?!, !,?,‘n - f T a s hki1 a t in Persian. Cave 

s oniersta^dtn. was that this meant those around Saddam. 
»»“• M, -in. *;***?^‘2«.^?/ lp p,r*t.i») 'Jrg l n* me to inform 
not the ntire on J( , 0-e length about how 

n** h 'the r ‘-i.aSfW'ferjd »V r ' VJ ) * '* f ’ , . 

heen^homhings throughout the country. Those responsible for 
such losses «ust be punished. 

roiuinn^, si^pl* conf lrct 

, r^e whole world is involved. 

Th^Snyiet^nion and France are’ 1 raq‘ s print ipal ‘ u PP*'* r J o( 
pn However, the people of Iran believe that «h. U-S. 

stands behind Iran and the U S Governnenyhould^.k.^lear^ 

lit5 i t' unde rs tood Jh.'pr inc »p lei' whSM^ffJrM |« 

rriiiiifc b 

E “M*eS"*d l not *e expected to allow Saddam 
who had puMidv torn up the 19'S border agreement with Iran, 
to reiiiin in place if the war were ended. 

Cjve ,,,d this was the first tine in their meetings that 
had omitted the requirement that 1 r4< */J; “* 
to Iran from his Iran-Iraq war presentation. 

3 ^: <;;**#■* 

slid the leadership was concerned at these Min P« 

Ind was not confident that a victor y couU ^ ac hieved. 

aumstl on* of° Iran? in* Property in ^e meant^both 

Secretary of defense and the 

planned to pursue the question. 


The 

Iran._ 

svsteis 


rd agen da item was the or ° v }“‘J n °*j 
■■■1 spoke generally of land and 
Tafe^n tht discussion be said that 

UNWFIED 


U. S. 3 ms to 
a i r defense 
the U.S. was 


to 


75-936 0—88-21 
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UNCIASSUIED 

viDPly 1 500 TOW nssil*s and 100 launchers. He ilso referral 
to the Phoenii and .'40 Hawk Missiles. C I n retrospect. I 
expect he was referring to the NO Hawk spare parts kits 
already delivered to (ran an< 1 to Iran's request for Phc*mx 
spares. 


Finally. ■* l the . S. ho* r *fles 

L e K a n o n , c r. e rs . n K : - a i s ^ d r h* Lahad ? r s 

-n w e acceotel I r* * s "h u m * nit i rian lutv" t3 jo 

something about the U.S. hostages i n L e K a n o n . at the sase 
tiee, he noted that the Lebanese, although their support of t v e 
tna n Khomeini was strong ird’uoiint, -rre independent. Inn. 
he saM t was thus niM?. and in anv case woulo not try. to 
force the release of the hostages. 


to the Lehanel 

to nor* and that Iran's nun a 
worked. In an aside to Cave, 
up on a U.S. suggestion, the 
a plea ro the Kuwaiti Foreign 


asserted that the Diwa prisoners were inportam 
He "»ade it clear that the U.S. should trv to 
oac h to the Kuwaitis had not 

said that, following 
Trge in Kuwait had oade 
r for the release of the 


gjU gach to th i 

!T!lffl^Warg< 


hawa prisoners. The Minister, 
"thanked us," and nothing has 


said, nerely 


lappene 


■■■■■■ilso Mentioned the Lahad prisoners hnefiv, 
saying that perhaps something should be done about the*. 
Vccordln* to Cave, we had suggested that we Might trv to use 
our good offices with the Israelis who in any case, May be 
disposed to releasing the 509 prisoners in question. The idea. 
Cave noted, was that if the Lahad prisoners were freed, the 
Lebanese night he better disposed t* discussing the liberation 
of our hostages. Cave’said that this idea was presented in 
previous meetings but until now hid evoked no Iranian response. 


Throughout his presentat so<ig ht 

ingratiating. Iran, he insistee truly 
non-aligned with ties neigher to the U.S. nor the U.S.S.R. 
-ale at least two references to President Reagtn who under 
Iran's wishes generally and its position as t.ne aggrieved 
m the Iran-Iraq war in particular. 


He 

stood 

par:/ 


The Vine-Point Agenda 


B e f o r enikiin 


my own presentation, I sought clarification 
on sone of the points he had raised, 
made the logical but incorrect assunption that 
_ was^fully read in on what had happened in the previous 
Meetings, and his coaments in the earlv part of the discussion 
were interspersed with phrases like "as you know." My 



1INWIED 
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UNCLASSIFIED 

> ( # 4 tion» led hm to repeat and * p l t f v his point 'hat *uc* 
n**n lone thanks to t efforts of North, Secord and $a«. [ -i 

•his connection, he referred to a ii".«- joint agenda - h; ; n -at 
b**n agreed jpon K *tween the two sides. Under the agent*, 

o v e alternating st*^s bv each side. Xccoromg t o 
me t - o sides n ad^r^m^ds tep five or sit K* 

s s s n SmHIBI P r J ^ u c ^ ^ 
k r:*fcitf i * * 3 - ? i i e mm* n : n P* r« : r . • n - - m 

si: « was a t • i t n ? m * o : - e • * n . n t j a r e ? e e n t . w * vis j h : , • 

• ^show it (3 n e K -jt t h : j g 11 o e t t * r of ,t, saving mac ; ; : ,. « 
see t K e u.S. version. 



In 4 i s c . s s m a 
o : n e - po i n t a a * nd a' 
certain actions in re turn 
the release of "one and a 
; a t i o n of the mat 
J • c a t • d the 
presumably Jacobson; - m 
' hat Iran had influence to ensure 
son* point i n the oem f j c u r e . 


til i:t : o n 

sa.1 t * a t 
OM-h i c h the 
half hostages. 
*n c a l a non a I v 
i!ei s a f k een 
to K e. i.n . 4 -ad 


principle of t w e 
the U.S. had tuen 
! ranuns ha J obtained 
#hen I sought 
. n this idea, Cave and 
mat one hostage 
oee n , released and 


the release of a second at 


Mv presentation 


I carried out 'he instruction in the mble received on the 
corning of December 13 with no *«he1lishaent. A text of the 
noints is attached, and I will subait to the Iran Country 
Directorate a transcript of the Persian*language version of the 
poir. ts 1 prep a red ea ve yeioi re or 

(nor 

^otes. We had n* * he poWw^>ns'ire mac he 

-ad then correctly notfc’d. 


reaction 


to -- 1 

^-n^l'isse 4 He enphas i^^dto at nuc h of mat I ^id sail -a: 
i ; r* i Jv h*er. negotiate - ) and i a : e e i in previous ’em m i s, m J * * 

:*'*rred fo' the third t me to the efforts of Messrs. s : r t V 

Record and Sa«." He note,-! that t hree • t o - f ou r weens nj,< passed 

since the 'ait meeting. and he had expected th;t I woul 4 he 

"'ore knowledgeable than 1 obviously was about -hat K ad 
transpired. He asked that I infora nyself os quickly as i 
couM And let s i 9 know ..he re, n* 11 ers stood. T h- thrust of his 
renarks was that we K ad ‘returned to zero,** jndoing nuch of 
what had Already been agreed. He closed the meeting with a 
comment to the effect that Iran recognitet both the need for a 
relationship with the U.$. and the President's fair •• i ndedness. 
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^ ■ibsequent Conversation with Cave 

In lunch and dinner c on- 1 * rsa c 1 ons following the meet.*'*, 
Cave me th* following background informat :n {The utemi 

i \ fro* memory and notes taken immediately aft the 
c on ve r s a c ? m n s. It uv not be 1001 accurate.) 

A . tn^ otJ ted chronol ogy mf_m eetings * t c . 

October^) 1 }*$ :J0 < t he Innnr.j sjv :}! T:* $ ? 3 

to Iran fro* Israeli stocks. Th<• missiles are cd be 
replaced fro* J J. S . stocks. 

February ;?36: i 0 0 0 T" w s from 'J.S. stacks n t ? 

Iran. CIA is directly involved in the shipment for 
the first time. 


March 1986: Ghorbanifar indicates chat the Iranian 
Government is to become involved in discussions with 
the (J.S. Cave is briefed on March S and on March 
goes to Pans to meet with North and Ghorbanifar. The 
possibility of government*to*government dealings is 
explored. 


Apr 1 1 1 9 9 6: 

Ghorbam far. 


Sec or d meets alone : o Brussels with 


Mav 1986: North and Cave (and probablv others) meet 
with Ghorbanifar in London, and the final arrangeents 
are made for the McFarlane trip to Iran. Ghorbanifar 
promises meetings with it Khamenei and Rafsanjam. 

The original proposal is to meet or> Kish Island, but 
the Iranians ask for Tehran and the Americans agree. 

It has been agreed that 2 4 0 (.perhaps 2 14) Hawk spare 
part kits will be shipped to Iran at this time; 

'<c F a r 1 ane * s plane carries 20k of the spare parts kits 
-hich fit onto one pallet. McFarlane also brings a 
cake and S gift pistols which are not delivered 
because of the failure of the meet mg . At :hi _s_ 

meeting, the group first meeti_ 

who is thei r principal inte rlocutor although rFe 
more senio re51 1 the beginning 

of the talks. The plane carrying the rest of the Hawk 
spares k;ts is diverted when no hostage is released. 

September 1986: Following th^^u^Ause^^h^e 
Tehran mee r i 

Rafsanjam, comes to Washington for meetings 
Cave et al September 19 and 20._ Thxa is 


• Dcpicmocr i 

^fa^^r^of 


the group's first meeting * i t) _ 

is a much more authoritative figure, ind things begin 
to move more quickly. 


UNMSTO 


% 
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J w 


i if 

1* j 


TO* 


‘CM 




r j r s rn 
a-. rlJ 


• • October 1*9, 1916: Meeting in Mun: withJH 

The release of Jacobson i* arranged and ■ adeTan^afT 
last 500 TOWs (and remaining Hawk spares (’)) go to 
Iran. 



1966: 


Meeting in Frankfurt with 


.. November I. 1966: Meeting in Ceneva with 

flHThere eay also have been another meeting 
o^Novemo^r 3. In any event, November 6 is the last 
meeting until 0ecemb>r 15. 

8. The Nine-Point Agenda 

•• It is a formal agenda hut has not been signed. There 
apparently was no formal exchange of texts. Cave says 
there is a copy of the agenda at the CIA and indicated 
he would make one available to me. 

•• The agenda envisages the shipment of 1000 «ore TOHs 
and perhaps some more anti-aircraft missile spares 
kits. The question of TOW launchers (see above) was 
never discussed. These are the limits of what the 
President agreed could be shipped. 

A JHHVtechnician was to be sent to Iran to look at 
the 72 brand new but inoperable Phoenix missiles which 
the Iranians have stored somewhere and perhaps at the 
Hawks as well. The reason for this provision is that 
the Iranians ordered every spare part extant for the 
Phoenix. DOD experts said the Iranians couldn't 
possibly use all the parts and concluded that they 
were simply going to go hy trial and error. The 
technician seemed an efficient way of solving the 
problem. 

-- The agenda foresees a high-level meeting at about 
stage 7. The McFarlane visit to Tehran was to be 
followed by a Deputy Secretary/Deputy Iranian Foreign 
Minister meeting. By the end of the nine points, the 
two countries are to be ’’close to" having a diplomatic 
relationship of some sort. 

-• All U.S. hostages in r.ebanon art to He free by the end 
of the agenda. 

-• Some Oawa prisoners are to be free by the end f the 
agenda. Both sides recognize that the two or three 
sentenced to death will not be freed and that about 
five are scheduled to be parolled in 1917. It is the 

TO. SIC.IT 


V . Ik 
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UNCussm 

‘.0 with intcruedt Ht Length sentences who ire o i ;:icern. 


>ie5t i on mil t * b * nswered re the ni ne- poi nt_1 3 e ^ 1 

nere Tro:en [ r j n m n military equipment and financial met* 
-> n the 1 g e n d a 7 


re Dwi Prisoners 


Poind enter toll ‘ive ej_aj. * v a t he personal;/ -'33 

asKed the Kuwaitis :: i0 someth 'g about the Oawa 
prisoners. Cave believes that ? pindexter net with the 
Kuwait; Foreign Minister' her#* .n the fait and nav ha.e se *' 1 
him in the region at s^ne p-:nt as well. horth also net 
with the Kuwaiti Knbassa^' 1 nd perhaps with other Foreign 
Min i s t r y off icials as weT 



D. H ostages 


Cave does not believe the Iranians can deliver all the 
hostages. Thev are controlled bv different groups even 
though thev nav ill he being held in the same place. The 
Iranians have less influence ever some groups than others. 

\ counter to this argument is that the Iranians 
apparently told us in the fall that we could have any one 
of the hostages we wanted. ’’we, of course, declined the 
.n v 1 t a t ;0 n to chose, and the Iranians Lebanese chose 
Jacobson. 1 This offer suggests that the degree of Iranian 
control over each group was the same. 


E. Financin g 

Cave savs the the C I K received $12 million for the 
TOWs and spares that went to Iran. The CIA has no 
Knowledge of what the Iranians mav have paid for the 
enuipnent. The CIA has‘overcharged the Iranians bv about 
$500,000 because of complicated D0D accounting and 
administrative procedures. 





F . 


Cave ' s view 


Cave believes the Iranians are in a verv bad position 
and are looking for a wav out. * political relationship 
vith the \J. $ . nav seen a solution to some, but the 
difficult* of selling such a relationship across the 
Iranian political spectrum is ereat. It is also harl to 
see how the Iranians can iiv« in on their demand that 
Saddam be removed. Thev would appear to have fought the 
war for nothing. In this situation, Cave’s fear is that 
there will he chaos which the Soviets will somehow be able 
to exploit. His view s that we have a high geo-political 
interest in saving ’he Iranians from themselves. 


UIMSMD 
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--Corbanlfa* ftid prc-;std *“• -5 *o~*i -e../t: 
?noan;« m iss 1 If t to Iran. BHBll 54y5 : ‘ l: ;ocani!a: .jj 
aut-ofizad -3 ma<a s„c.n i C 3 «m::.-.tnt. 


:-a "tw :ram an wno -.a a :«r. 

v . vo; vf d ji net Cctosar - mi :a.<fd *;:n 4 \: - :‘:rtn. sac::: i-.: 
Cava aoout «KioUsni: t q a C : “*; ss ion'* :: d.ic.ss .3 - :; * - 

policy iisuas. mt Iranian s;da s^ggtstad : - a : rtprtaa n: a:. :n 
from tftt *S bf at tr.t ;near Sfcrttary of Stic# lav#: 
rantd lacar to tnt 3apu:y Stcrttacy. According to| 
vortn rtapondad tnat tnt t.-.rtt *S rtprastntas: vts on :nt 
C-nmiaaion jould aa Ollit so::-., bi:* Sacord and Caor<jt Cava. 



wa will kaap you infocmtd ai wa obtain 
from Gtorft Cavt on tnt lean connaction. 


fjrtr.tr information 


A. fiaphtl 
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Exhibit GPS-52 



the secretary of oetense 


WASHINGTON THl O'STAICT OT COLU^IA 


December 23, 1986 


N 36548 

8411 


Honorable George P. Shultz 
Secretary of State 
Department of State 
Washington, D.C. 20520 

Dear George: 

I attach a memorandum which X havt sent to tht White 
House, and About which I feel very strongly. I think the 
memo discusses a very bad way to do very bad business. I 
hope that we will soon have an NSPG to prtvent what X see 
is substantial further damage that can come to the 
Administration from a continuation of the same practices 
that have caused so much of the trouble* we are experiencing 
now. 


X think it is particularly unfortunate that the Srate 
Department's public statements are now denying that we are 
continuing contacts with the Iranian government through Third 
Country representatives, which is true only in the most 
technical sense of terms, and which X am afraid will cause 
further adverse reactions when the truth is known. 

Sincerely, 



i 

ty P. 


•"•f'7 C:»rn7 
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WSOtttOOII ftU 

*ASH»*GTOti T H| O'STA'CT O* OCX U Mi IA 


GA 


’* o 


2 2 oec ?986 


MEMORANDUM FOR THE ACTING ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT FOR* 

NATIONAL SECURITY AFPAIRS 

Wh«n the President announced in lati November or «arly 
December that all further arms shipments to Iran had ceased, 
and after it became apparent that the channels we were using 
to discuss hostage release, and other matters with the Iranians 
were, at the very least, ineffective, and, as is easily apparent 
now, totally counterproductive, I had assumed that we were 
finished with that entire Iranian episode and so testified to 
Congressional Committees during last week. I was astounded, 
therefore, to learn, on Friday, December 19, 1966, after cav 

testimony, that United States *negotiators• were still meeting 
with tho same Iranians. X learned this not fro* our State 
Department or from anyone in the American government, but by 
the same route I learned initially of the origin al discussions 
_wjth the Iranians about armis ales. that is to say] 

~ ^^^IwhenwiiMuired of the _ 

NSC as the I was finally advise? 

that we did indeed havenegot iator^^^amely, Mr. Raphael of 
the State Department, and probably others, still negotisting 
with the same elements in the Iranian group. I was told that 
we were no longer talking with then about selling them , arms 
and I hope this i^ true, but I have no way of knowing if it 
is true. 



I must point out as strongly as I can that any attempt 
co conduct major activities in the security field with the 
deliberate exclusion of those who have some responsibility for 
security cannot succeed in anything but adding to the troubles 
we already have. I would very much have appreciated an 
opportunity to present to the President arguments as to why 
we should r,ot continue dealing with these channels in Iran. 
Their total unreliability and inability to produce anything 
except public accusations against the United States makes the 
entire procedure not only fruitless, but particularly dangerous 
in view of today's Iranian problems. 


feared 


I think the President was entitled to have the advice of 
all of his security advisors, and I must strongly object that 
the continuation of this practice of secrecy and attempts to 
e/clude various advisors whose advice it is apparently 

n 

Partially DtcbSfiwjyttfosd •>« T.l An /£. 'V 

undir pwllioojof £.0.12356 r 1 

9. Rijir, ffctieiul $«unty Council 
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L-.myamcij 

may not support the agenda of the State Department, m thu 
case, or some other agenda in ot».sr cases, can only g»t us m 
more and more difficulty, and serves the President very badly 
I therefore ask that there be a meeting of the National Security 
Planning Group so this matter can be discussed properly, and 

presented properly, to the President, and that our so-called 

negotiators with the Iranian government, wherever they are, 
be brought home and instructed not to take any further action 

qf any kind to meet with or discuss anything with Iranian 
government officials unless and until there is a Presidential 

decision growing out of an NSPG meeting to do so. And if there 


is such a decision, X would ask that the Defense Department 
and the NSC be kept fully informed and advised, and consulted 
as to what is happening or about to happen. N 45s 05 


I am sorry to be so blunt about it, but it seems to me 
incredibly wrong that the precise mechanisms of secrecy and 
attempts to exclude advisors who, it is feared may have different 
views, which helped cause so many of our present difficulties, 
are apparently being pursued by the State Department at this 
time. 


I have now learned, thanks to your forthcomingness with 
me, and by reason of our investigations, that McFarlane had 
actually offered the Iranians sensitive intelligence information, 
passed by the U.S. as to Iraq, and that State plans another 
meeting with the Iranians on December 27 in Genena. I urgently 
urge that no such meetings be permitted until we have had the 
.SPG you very forthrightly offered. 

I will urge, at that meeting that we tell all Iranians 
in whatever channel or channels there nay be that we will discuss 
nothing with any cf them until all American hostages are returned 
unharmed. The terms of reference you kindly showed me today 
seem to me to be wholly inadequate. 
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\ Mf;v()iuNOUH ron T*i k *:lcs 

I received my copy of tnt attached memo from SecDtf 
rfeinoergtf to then-acting National Security Adviser Keel 
December 2 4 , 1986. I cillfd Cap that day to ttll him my 
ruction to mi memo. I told him his assuraptio ns -trf -rong, 
that I was 9 lad to let him know what is 90109 on and if ne 
wanted to know the facts he ought to cease firing off 
intemperate memos aoout the State Department and instead pick 
jp the pnone and call me* Cap said he would do that. 

The State Department found out aoout continuing use of a 
channel to the Iranians after the fact. It is ironic that 
others would accuse us of perpetuating a tactic we found 
outrageous. I specified for Cap some of the numerous occasions 
wnen we tried to shut this down and when we found out after the 
f^act that the channel was still being kept open: 

A wee* before John Poindexter resigned we tried t^oe^a 
dec isi on on no more ar ms to Iran, we found 

communicating directly with CIA 
D^^^o^Case^^Vf^na v e not been a party to those contacts. 

we found out the Iranianshad been maintaining direct 
contact with ex-CIA official George Cave and wanted to nave 
another meeting. When we found out the meeting was to take 
place, we insisted on having one of our people there, 
Charlie Dunbar, a Farsi-speaking Foreign Service officer 
joined Cave. We saw this meeting as an opportunity to tell 
the Iranians 1) we would provide no more arms, and 2) this 
channel would no longer be used by the JSG to convey policy 
messages; we were there to listen. Casey subsequently made 
an end run to Don Regan who went to the president who told 
NSC director Keel to change the instructions for the 
meeting and keep the channel open both for policy and 
intelligence exchanges. When we found this out, I went 
back to the President and got agreement that Mike Araacost 
would be in charge of coordinating our policy on Iran, 
including identifying and getting control of all the 
various channels. The president said he wanted to pursue 
contacts with the Iranians but no more arms would go to 
then • 


0-i35 

IXHIBIT 


When the meeting took place, our representative Dunbar 
found out that the Iranians didn't have the word that this 
channel had changed, were operating on promises of arms and 
trying to negotiate with js on the basis of a nine point 
agenda which they claimed nad been agreed upon. 


A 5 t e: 



Cunoar left F: a n < f j r t. Cave met w:: - mis Iranian 
contact the next d «; f 0 ' : aecond time. The CIA contends 

• *, t meeting took -_ j> t Iranian reqjest. we did not 
i^t*0' ; 1 * this sec one -v • t;ng were *>ot ; n f or mjd ; n 

4dV4ne# “ — :o s " tf ? * 4C# - ’ 

OTvW >WtSioOJ ot E.0.12356 
ft 8. Rjjff, Jteticful Sewrity Council ^ 
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5 e -: e 13 c v : : S 12: e 
Seertary of :efe-.se 
director of Cent 

Attorney General flVv 

- m —4 States -as a legitimite and continuing .nearest 
., betted' relations v.tn Iran. Its location resources and 
i'!„ ai.ut. enat Iran will be a ™’ot regional actor in -.-a 
/ears to co*ne. 

We rave stgun a process of dialogue 'itn e*t^tnts ;n Iran 
who nay also see< tetter relations with the -nited States. 

*nat dialogue will cont.nue: however. tne tm has con* to out 
tn*s* discussions into regular, though still quiet, -ip.onatio 
onannels. I therefore direct the Secretary of State to assume 


rasponsioility for tnese discussions. 


At tl-.e same time, it is clear tr.at America Mas other 
:-oottant interests and friends m the region. Many of t ese 
ore t.nreatened oy Iran today. They must be assured of 
continued American support. 

Moreover. Iran continues to support terrorism, despite some 
: no rove merit in tne last two years. America condemns terror 
w.ne the r directed against Americans or aga.nst non-Americans. 

This prmciole nas ceen, and remains, central to our efforts .c 
encourage oroader international cooperaticn m .he .ight 
against terrorism. So our concerns -itn Iranian Oacsed 
terrorism cannot be assuaged until Iran ceases al. .er.ot.s. 
acts, regardless of the targets. 

These obstacles will necessarily limit the *;** ” 

better relations with Iran. Until Iran ceases to be a .h.ea. 
to her neighbors, ends the -ar with Iraq . and stops:supporting 
and using terrorism, the US Government wiU sh.p no mot* 
to ’ran. And until these conditions are net, we will st.i e 

vigorously and through all available cn * nn, ^ 1 t ®_t^ondofeVnv 
tmrd country arms shipments to Iran, we will, 
such shipments until our conditions are fu....led. 

Finally, we will not abandon our hostages. >• have always 
said that we ar. willing to taU to any on... to any group . to 
any government aoout their safe release. . . - * 

our policy. 3ut we have not. and -i.l not. ,we .n .0 . 

-er-orst J mands. *e will pay no ransons. J * :: - J y ~ 

policUs ai’a result of terrorist Jor - 1 . ^ a., 

ot.ner government to give in to .man.?. .. 1,. , 

r ; 3 < s ;.n suc.n a policy. 3ut in the . ■ 9 * ■ * ' * ’" “ * 


firm policy of :s : us 1 n 
be safer fer American 
American ..-.retests 


g -.0 give ;■> 
citizens and a 


te r: 0 
tetter 


: 1 st clacw 
c u a r 2 n t c ? 
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Exhibit GPS-55 

UrtUWCfiStMd] 


AFFIDAVIT 


COMES NOW AFFIANT ROBERT 8. OAKLEY, who states as follows; 

1. My name is Robert B. OaXley, and my current position 
is Senior Director of Middle Eastern, South Asian, and North 
African Affairs for the National Security Council. 

2 . From September of 1984 to September of 1986, I served 
as Director of‘ the Office of Counterterrorism and Emergency 
Planning, Department of State. My title was Ambassador-at-Large 
for Counterterrorism, My responsibilities included coordination 
of activities regarding international terrorism and the United 
States response to terrorism. 

3. I recall conversations in November 1985 with Lt. Col. 
Oliver North (NortM regarding a problem vitK 

[flight clearances. To the best of my recollection 
and belief, these conversations included the following: 

a. North stated that he was aware of Israeli arms 
shipments to Iran in exchange for certain intelligence 

had discovered this relationship when "one of his people - 
went to an arms warehouse ^^1^^ to obtain arms 
Nicaraguan Resistance, and learned that the Israelis had been 
obtaining arms from the same source for shipment to 
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b. North stated that a problam had baan encountered 

wi t h clearance 

rights for shipping tha HAWK missiles through^^^^^^ 

c. North statad that Secretary of Stata Gaorga 
Shulti was "aware" of this mat tar and that National 
Security Advisor Robart McFarlana was in ovarall charga of 
tha operation, had baan contactad in Ganava (where ha was 
with tha Prasidant and tha Sacratary of Stata) and had 
agraad to halp gat tha flight claaranca*, if nacassary by 
his parsonal in tar vantion. Basad upon thasa assurancas by 
North, I authorised him to communicate with t u * 

Embassy m^HIH^and to advisa that 
Department of Stata was "aware* of tha matter and tha 
Embassy could request clearances. 

d. At no time during this conversation did North 
mention "oil drilling equipment" as tha cargo involved. 

4» I recall an Operational Sub Group (OSG) meeting with 
North on or about May 22, 1986, an which North discussed 

raiaasa °* hostages. 

To tha bast of ray recollection and belief, that conversation 
included tha following: 

a. North statad that ha was going to bo travailing 

» 

MED 
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b. North stated that once the money was transferred, 
the American hostages would be released. 


c. North did not mention any planned trip to 
Teheran, Iran, nor any arms transactions chat may have been 
contemplated at the time. 

d. I advised the Executive Secretary of the 
Department of State, Nicholas Platt# of my conversation 
with North and the information he had provided. I advised 
Platt that, based on North's recitation, I was hopeful that 
our American hostages would be released in the near future. 

I de *are under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is 
true and correct. 

^ll -Jr^ QJJL. 

Robert 0. Oakley \ 

2-, 11J ~7 ___ 

Date t ' 
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Exhibit GPS-57B 
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Exhibit GPS-57C 
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• 1 ;H £ 0 DOCUMENT MIT sc SEEN ONIT 3» THE A00RC5SEE “NO ' e NOT 
.< SREC’.UOEO ST THOSE OffICIAIS JNOCR HIS AUTHOR’* 'THOM n • 
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Exhibit GPS-57E 
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SECRET 


Exhibit GPS-58 


THE WHITE HOUSE 
maIninotON 


U!1 


O CX, IS C I 

N 10575 


April 20, 1984 


MEMORANDUM TOR HOWARO TEICHER 
FROM: ROBERT C. McFARJLANE 


Howa rd, ple ase draw upon the following points in your meeting 
with§d(H(without others present) . 


Help With the Contras 



— As we discuued 
already heard 


d, please reaffirm t 
that: 


SECRET 

beclassify on: OADR 

JjVZL- 


UN09S8 




| (a s he has 

*<*>? 


, r i- 



705 



2 N 10S76 


1) We will not press them on the question of 
assistance to the contras. 

2) It is an important matter to us and we face a 
temporary shortfall in goods. 


3) We are. of course, very 
vulnerability it would create for the< 




pious of the 


4) If they snouid decide that they can help, it ough 
to be done bilate ral ly although we would be pleased to provide 
point of fcntact 


S) Please also let it be Xnown that, in your view, 

I am a little disappointed in the outcome but we will not raise 
it further. 


Destroy this memo. 



» «* 
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Exhibit GPS-59 


i OBJECTIVE N^Slg 

To Cfuii a conduit for maintaining a continue* Dow of $ov*t weapon* re 
technology. to to utfied by me Unitad States in ita avow* o< Freedom in 
Nicaragua. Afghanistan. Angola. Ca m oop i a. (truce*. ate. 
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WHh each passing year. Cong r asa has toeoms ineraesingfy unpredictable ana 
unc o operative regarding me Freeidenria toaira to support ma causa of tn< 
Freedom Fighters. despite growing Soviet opprsasi o n. Th* tunas nave not bear 
forthcoming to supply sufficient arms necessar y tor me Freedom Fighter* to «m 
Therefor. >n ia<u of tna nocasaary funding to support true goal, me following 3-wa> 
Trade ia proposed: 


ft 


X MOFOSAL 

COUKTWV id capable ot producing an ongoing suppiy a 

A 

Soviet-compatible arms. is at me same time trying desperately t< 

A S 

upgrade their own miltary forooa and equipment. They would ike to purchase fror 

W» 


i «hda range of matary equipment 

GQUtOSLX. 

la net 


. (SI would fte to sea to tAi. 


C-Jzte 

buttoeeseaconom 


or barter agreements. As such, m 
>*Wmr Trade. 


of 


OQUtgBiaLi tmBJIAlIL . The Undsd ttates d able to u u UH^iwit 
desired tdgh Te c hne lsgy equipment and i n formatio n . Baaed on mm commode 
the Tn 
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U61AX lOAOl 
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4 RESULTS ^ _ 

cJjLfi CA3 

- when m many easts stt stockpiled at present. to Wtfa 

In ratgm. fipRrecenree from the United Statts equipment ana technology mat <t 
could not otherness afford to purchase. 


C*VI 

^4 receives much-needed modemiaation lor its forets. tnoraoy presenting a 
stronger throat to tho Soviet Union, m retum.^feetports en ongoing supply ot 


domestically manufactured arms, aa per dhaedona from the United States. 


The United States then has at its disposal a large and continuous supply ot Sov>r 
technology and weapons to channel to Fr e ed o m Fighters worldwide, mandating 
neither the consent or ewers nest of the Oopartmont of State or Cosiest. _ 


The United States would be in a position to dispense these shipments through a 
neutral Foreign Trading Company, eetabfcahed solely for this purpose. 






0 IS to chip to the Trading Company suer 
in USO value to the equipment 
not bo aware ot the Anal destinations of any o< 


£3w m i d en» be aware at the buying power ex tended by the Uwb sg 
US t a ch walogy . atain fa oamparab«aU«Otw<uete the equipment sent tolWI 
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The United States at present nous to a pokey of providing assistance to mV a 
goaf which would be forwarded through this transaction. Likewise, the United States 4 
committed to eitending financial and technological assistance to the State of 
This too would be accomplished There are many avenues available regarding tne 
forma of credit whtch could be ectended to Israel. 

We have received confirmation from end that they are most 

interested in pursuing their role in this trade arrangement. Upon your encouragement 
and belief that the United States could perform its role, we wm proceed with^Mfeane 
the fefc defining their respective roles and the equipment may are willing to trade, 
'nis win serve to establish our initial parameters of equipment quantities, and the 
proportionate amount of credit required. 
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■i 16 759 

NSOICS CONTROL NO 40104 _ 

(40064 Add-On Atc.Vd) 
COPY NO_OF 


HANOIE VIA SYSTEM IV CHANNEL ONLY 


NSC INTELLIGENCE 
DOCUMENT 


I 

I 

) 



NATIONAL SECURITY INFORMATION 
Unjgtnorutd 0'KlOKirt Sgbjtct to Cnrrwnal Sanctions 



KSASSIFIED 

NATIONAL SECURITY CCLiNOL 
«»»-»*<jton oe xm 


’< 


ACTION 

August 7, 1916 

MEMORANDUM FOR JOHN M. POINDEXTER 

FROMi WALTER RAYMOND, JR. - 

SUBJECTi Central American Public Diplomacy 


t 


) y 
M 16C0C 

f'- 1 ' 


In response to your PROF note, I have prepared a memorandum for 
you to send to Bill Casey (Tab IK Peter Dailey had a vary good 
mooting with ay Thursday morning group on August 7, and Z think 
ho can bo vary hoipful as a advisor to this groupe Z do not 
think it is nocossary to roviso tho currant structure* As I told 
you in my oarliar PROF note, I think tho structure is in place, 
but it constantly needs to bo energised. Z do this on a regular 
basis. But having Peter Oalley available in Washington will be 
an enormously useful asset during this next year while wo imple¬ 
ment the $100 million in Contra aid. Z would propose to have him 
meet with the group periodically to critique and review programs 
and processes, to work closely with Bob Ragan, the Interagency 
Central Amerian Public Diplomacy coordinator, and to help coord¬ 
inate private sector activities such as funding that currently 
cannot be done by either CIA or State. 

RECOMMENDATION 

That you sign the mesarandua at Tab I to Bill Casey. 


Approve 


Disapprove 


lie North, Ray^urgnardtT sqid\Vince Cannistrarfe 


Oil 

Attachments 

Tab I Memo to Casey 

Tab A Public Diplomacy Planning 


concur. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE HONORABLE WILLIAM J. CASEY M 1 f 

The Director of Central Intelligence 1 

SUBJECT: Central American Public Diplomacy (U) 


X have looked into the question ot our overall public diplomacy 
effort concerning Central America. A great deal of bard and 
effective work is being done. It is clear-we would not have won 
the House vote without the painstaking deliberative effort 
undertaken by many people in the qoveriuaent and outside. <S> 

The departure of Otto Reich has not resulted in any reduction of 
effort. His public diplomacy coordination office (LPD) bss 
continued. Althouqh the independent offlee was folded into 
Elliott Abrams' bureau, the White House has sent a clear tasker 
to the community that this limited reorganisation in no way 
reflected a dimunition of activities. On the contrary, the same 
interagency responsibilities are being exereised, and the group, 
reports directly to the NSC. tt continues to be one of the few 
offices in the government that is staffed by a truly interagency 
team, including representatives from State, USXA, AID, and 
Defense. The office chief is Bob Xagan, who is a young, bright 
and effective operator. In reality, the reorganization also 
means that Elliott Abrams plays a strong public diplomacy role, 
and in this way we have harnessed one of the best public diplo¬ 
macy assets that we have in the government. (S) 

There is a weekly Central American public diplomacy meeting which 
takes place in the Old EOB, chaired by Walt Raymond, and which 
includes not only the four organisations noted above but also the 
white House Press Office and Public Liaison Office, a representa¬ 
tive from CXA's Central American Task rorce, and key NSC Staffers. 
This group takes its policy guidance from the Central American 
RIO and pursues an energetic political and informational agenda. 
The group seeks to focus both on domestic public issues as well 
as the informational battle in Europe and Latin America. It 
generates requirements for major publication efforts. I will 
have the NSC Staff send you a package of some of the more recent 
publications. The group also works closely with the concerned 
legislative offices to be supportive in terms of the Congres- 
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sional ccitt and m a practical way it deals wich a r.uroer of 
on-going daily issues. As an example, issues the group dealt* 
with Last w««k included: 


» — Tr 

purpose of 
greater for 


- Steps to undertake CC support to Nicaragua; 

of U.S. and/or foreign persona to NicaMagil ^3 fdr \t 
^awarenes^o^^evelopment^ii^icaragua; 


— Development of programs to publicise religious repression 
in Nicaragua; 



-- steps to strengthen the Cl Salvador public diplomacy 
effort. (S) 


There is a comprehensive public diplomacy action plan for Latin 
America in Europe, and I am attaching a copy for you. This plan 
is monitored very actively by the 1PD office, and periodic 
reports of activity are provided to the NSC. IS) 

while this group ensures that the issue remains a high priority 
public diplomacy goal, I share your view that this program can 
certainly benefit by the professional skill and insight of Peter 
Dailey, and Z am delighted that he is in Washington and available 
to provide time to help this effort. Peter met with the Thursday 
morning interagency group on August 7. it provided him an 
opportunity to hear first hand from the action officers and be 
briefed on their current programs. The exchange was useful, and 
Peter has committed himself to meet periodically with this group 
to help strengthen their effort. Bob Kagan, the interagency 
coordinator, will seek Dailey's counsel on a regular basis and 
will bring Elliott Abrams into this process. (S) 

Peter underscored that the Nicaraguan issue remains a matter of 
great urgency and that the next year is critical. We must show 
progress both in Central America, but also in the eyes of the 
world community, if we are to sustain and support the democratic 
forces in Nicaragua. It will be necessary to "frontload‘ our 
public diplomacy on this subject so that we can strengthen our 
international support and change attitudes concerning this 
program. Certain themes that he recommended at the first meeting 
will be given serious consideration by the working group. One 
special area of importance concerns generating pri ate sector 
support and funding. Nis assistance in this area would be of 
greatest importance. (S) 


.WfgttgT 
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UNCLASSIFIED 


3 


In * umriry. the public diplomacy community is hard at work and, * 
think proparly focussed. Pacar Oailay's input can ba vary valu-* 
abla in anargisin 9 this affort, and wa cartainly intand to taka 
advantags of his prasanea to strangthan and divarsify tha thrust 
of this prograa. (S) 


N 16 Z 03 


Attachmants 

Tab A Public Diplomacy Planning 
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p- Csx , 


Sg*fi**t**g*i; June 16, 1986 


MEMORANDUM FOR NICHOLAS PLATT 

Executive Secretary 
Department of State 

JAMES F. LEMON 
Executive Secretary 
Department of Defense 

RICHARD MEYER 
Executive Secretary 
Agency for International Development 

RONALD J. POST 

Acting Chief of the Executive Secretariat 
U.S. Information Agency 

SUBJECT: Public Diplomacy Plan for Central America (U) 


M 16 


* r* * 

' i *T 



The NSC Staff approves the Public Diplomacy Plan submitted by the 
Department of State on this subject. We note that there has been 
considerable progress in the realisation of our public diplomacy 
goals concerning Central America among European audiences, we 
must, however, continue to emphasise*our comprehensive policy 
towards Central America at the same time that we focus on the - 
specific question of Nicaragua. (C) 

There is a need to maintain this as a high priority of our 
missions Europe and Latin America. The opposition is engaged m 
an intensive propaganda effort to sustain their point of view in 
these areas, and our activity must be at a high level to gain 
support for our policies. In addition to the continued provision 
of important materials to the field missions, we must keep up a 
flow of speakers to the target asses, we must also seek to 
utilise, as much as possible. Central American spokesmen to speak 
on their own behalf in Latin America and Europe. Posts in Europe 
and Latin America should find ways to encourage locals to travel 
to Central America to gain on-the-ground knowledge of what is 
happening. (C) 


OADR 
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Tha limited reorqaniaation of the SLPO function ahculd lft , a w * v 
auqqeat any diaunition of effort. <C) 1 

The NSC raqueaca a atatua report of aetivitiee undertaken to 
i implementthe action .plan by Auquat 11, 19M. (U) 


{■1 1 6 0 0 D 

.<-s *** 

Rodney ». NcOaniJl 
Executive Sacratary 
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Lau«d Slates Department o( jute ' 
D.C lOSM 


May 23, 1986 


flMHjWMn 



MEMORANDUM* TO VADN JOHN H. POINOEXTER 
THE.WHITE HOUSE 


)\ 1 6 o C 6 


SUBJECT: Public Diplomacy Plan for Explaining u.S. Central 

Anar lean Policy in Europe and Latin America 


Tbe Department submit* Herewith a public diplomacy plan 
for explaining u.S. Central American policy to Lafin Amer leans 
and Europeans. Parts of the plan focus on explaining those 
same policies to international political organisations such as 
the Socialist International, the International Oemocrat union, 
and the Christian Democrats. 


sflUJUf— /VST 

Nicnolas Platt 
Executive Secretary 


Attachment: 

Public Diplomacy Plan 


ijnmad 
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UNMflED 

PUBLIC DIPLOMACY PLAN 

FOR EXPLAINING U.S. CENTRAL AMERICAN POLICY 
IN EUROPE AND LATIN AMERICA 


BACKGROUND >| ' •' C 7 

Tne Sandinistas can* to power in July im m a coalition *itn 
genuine democrats. However, within weexs tha Sandiniata 
National Liberation Front (PSLN) began a pattarn of actiona 
raflacting a betrayal of tha ravolutiom intacnal rapraaaion 
of ganuina damocrata and of non-communist inatitutiona aucn aa 
raligioua organiiationa t aggraaaion againat tallow Latin 
Amarican countriaa through armad subversion; tiaa with 
tatrorlat organiaationa in Latin America, tha Middla East, and 
Europa; and a military ouildup aupportad by tna Soviet bloc and 
Cuba. That pattarn continuaa today. 

Undar Praaidant Raagan. a balancad U.S. policy haa baan 
followad in Cantral Amarica. It contains four mutually 
rainforcing elemental 

1. Encouragamant of democracy; 

2. Economic aid to improva living condition*; 

3. Activa diplomacy for raaliatic political solutions; 

4. Sacurity aaaiatanca to glva tha paopla of Cantral 
Amarica tha maana to defend themselves againat 
axpandad Soviet-bloc/Cuban/Nicaraguan ajovatsion or 
armad aggraaaion. 

Much prograaa has baan mada in four of tha fiva Cantral 
Amarican countriaa slnca 1981i Coata Rica. Honduras. 

El Salvador, and Guatamala ara democratic and ira steadily 
strengthening their democratic Inatitutiona. Tha U.S. Congress 
has yaar byyear provided support for tha President's policy 
through increasing appropriations for economic and security 
assistance (total amounts by fiscal yaar 1933--SS13 million.- 
1334 —$939 million; 193S--S9S1 million; 193$--$l,0l4 million). 


UiVttMtiflEO 
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COALS 


*lGS 


I 0 c 


-- To convince audiences in Central and South America 

(particularly tna Contadora and Contadora Support Croup 
couru,rit») and in turopa that U.S. policy toward Central. 
America is balanced, workable, and tna Past altarnativa 
possiola. 


-- ro convince audlancas in Latin America 
Nicaraguan damocratic rasistanca has a 
cradiola political program and that it 
democratic forca worthy of tha support 
otnar damocratic nations. 


and Europa that tha 
cohesive and 
is a viabla, 
of tha U.S. and 


— To damonstrata to audiancaa in Latin Amarica and Europa 
that tna Sandinistas support intarnational tarrorlsa and 
that Sandlnista asternal subvarston thraatans tha nascant 
damocracias in naighboring countrias. 

-- To damonstrata that tha Sandinistas consciously and 
systamatically violata human rights. 


-- to convince audlancas in Latin Amarica and Europa that tha 
Unitad Statas seeks only that tha Sandinistas deliver on 
thair promisas of 1979 to tha Organisation of Amarican 
States; that wa baliava that tha bast way to do this is 
for tha Sandinistas to a.ngaga in dialogue with tha 
opposition; that tha Contadora process, if it can meat our 
three requirements that it ba comprahansiwa. simultaneous, 
and verifiable, is an altarnativa wa can support. 


•- To demonstrate to audlancas in Latin America and Europa 
now Sandinista ties to Cuba and tha Soviet Union adversely 
affect U.S. and thair own national security interests. 

-- To persuade tha internationals (Socialist Intarnational, 
Christian Democrats, inter national Oemocrat Union, ate.) 
to speak' out on thair concern for civil and human rights 
in Nicaragua, Sandinista intaevantion in naighboring 
countries., and Sandinista ties. with, international 
terrorists; and. to encourage the internationals to oppose 
aid to the Sandinistas for tha same reasons. 

-- To counter Sandinista disinformation activities with fact3. 
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AOOITIGNAL GOALS IN LATIN AMERICA 
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• * To convince tne countries o( central America that tne 
unltad states snares their political and economic coals 
and can be counted upon to stick witn tnem for tha lone 
haul (tna U.S. is a reliable ally). 9 


-- To parsuada Central American government, political, 

church, and labor laadars to be more active in telling tna 
Cantral Amarican story in Cucopa, South America, Mexico, 
and tna Caribbean. 


ADDITIONAL GOAL IN EUROPE 

-- To convince European publics that tha U.S. is responding 
in a constructive aanner to tha desires of Central 
American nations for political and economic reform. 


THEMES 

-- Stress positive aspects (aconomic development, promotion 
of democracy, security) of u.S. policy in Cantral America. 

“' Sat record straight on u.S. policy toward negotiations 
with Nicaragua and on Contadora, Including Nicaraguan 
refusal to negotiate a comprehensive agreement and u.S. 
aid to the Nicaraguan resistance. 

'“ Emphasise democratic background and objectives of the 
Nicaraguan resistance, wntle reiterating totalitarian 
nature of the Sandinista regime. Point out militaristic 
and undemocratic Sandinista educational system) exploit 
existence of neighborhood committees and internal 
repression. Remind audiences of Sandinista efforts to 
crusn internal opponents, especially the Catholic Church, 
political parties, and labor unions not controlled by the 
government, focus on new Nicaraguan constitution when it 
is unveiled by the Sandinistas and on totally controlled 
process in which constitution will be subjected to 'public 
discussion.* 

'* Reemphasize progress and successes in El Salvador, wmle 
publicizing the destructive and totalitarian nature of tn« 
Salvadoran guerrillas. 


unsmfied 
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-- Explain that tne united States supports those people, and 
governments who sre furthering tne democratic process--in 
Costa Rica, Honduras, Guatemala, and el Salvador--and 
seeking to'foster reconciliation and tne democratic 
process in Nicaragua. 

-- Remind audiences of Sandinlsta and Salvadoran guerrilla 
ties witn terrorists in Latin America (example, K-19 in 
Colomoia) and elsewhere (including Middle east), arms and 
drug runners, and of their Soviet»Cuban ties. Mention 
Sandinista practice of giving Nicaraguan passports to 
terror lets. 

-- continue to present U.S. position on, and rationale for, 
withdrawal from Nicaraguan case before the International 
Court of Justice'. Notes Tne ICJ decision on the merits 
of tne Nicaraguan case, expected in Hap, will spark 
Nicaraguan attempts to garner support for calls for the 
U.S. to comply with the Court's rulings, likely including 
a Nicaraguan approach to the UN Security Council for 
enforcement of the iCJ's ruling under Article 94(2) of the 
UN cnarter. 


ADDITIONAL THEME IN CENTRAL AMERICA 

-- Europeans do not have a clear understanding of progress 
toward democracy in Central America, nor do they 
understand tne threat to democracy posed oy tne 
Sandinistas. The United States government cannot alone 
convey that story to Europeans. Tne Central Americar. s 
should take on a snare of that task. 


AUOIENCES 

Political and government leaders in Latin America and 
Europe 

Media in Latin America and Europe 
The Internationals 
Religious leaders 
Academics 
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Hotel The following tnree audiences nave ready access to tne 
American news media and to U.S. public opinion data, ms will 
sffect their willingness to accept materials and information 
aimed directly at then. 

European end Latin Anar lean delegations to tne United 
Nations 

Latin American and European diplomatic missions in 
Washington, O.C. 

Latin American and European journalists in tne United 

States 


ACTIONS 

-- Mate increased use of WORLONET as an interactive medium 
for explaining U.S. policy in Central America (among 
officials to be sought as spokesmen on Central Aaerica are 
Vice President Euan, Ambassador Walters, Assistant 
Secretary Abrams, and Ambassador Habib). 

-- speech by President Reagan describing his positive vision 
for central Americans. This should note our greatly 
increased economic assistance, including scholarship 
programs, and our identification with the hopes of tne 
people of the region for a better life. The speech mould 
also note tnat the door is open for Nicaraguans to shire 
in this prospect—if their Sandlnista leaders will allow 
them the freedom to pursue it. This speech should be a 
major event delivered on some appropriate occasion, 
preferably during the June 10*11 visit of the four Central 
American democratic presidents. Other possibilities might 
be to mve the President speak to the OAS or during either 
the president sangulnetti or President .\scona visits. 

-- a senior Administration official, perhaps Secretary 

Shults, should publicly unveil the second annual report on 
the implementation of the Eisslnger Commission (or Jackson 
Plan) findings. This can be an opportunity to demonstrate 
tnat we recognise the »orth*South dimensions of the 
problem, and to stress tne affirmative part of our 
strategy. 

-- For Socialist international in Lima, June 20*23, State 
will instruct embassies In the countries represented to 
make demarches to party leaders. UStS Lima will try to 
place material on Central America in the Peruvian media at 
that tiae, and will also dlstrlouts ARA/LPD pampnlets 
presenting U.S. views on central America. 

$ 

* 
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-- USIA will maintain * steady (low of AMPARTS to Europe *nd 
Latin America to speak about Central America. These win 
be arranged according to trie needs identified by posts m 
their country plans. 

-- m addition to continuous reporting by its own media, USIA 
will distribute abroad increased numbers of copies of 
studies produced by ARA/LPO. USIA will encourage Its 
posts in Europe to translate more ARA/LPO documents into 
local languages. 

-- 000 will continue its series of research/study seminars in 
Latin America on the Strategic Challenges to Regional 
Security. 

-- ooo and USIA will distribute the 80-plece slide 

presentation ‘The Challenge and Response* to posts in 
Europe and Latin America. USIA will consider translating 
the show into local languages. , 

-- Put ARA/LPO sponsored ‘Arms oisplay* eshibit at Key points 
in u.S. and overseas. 

-- ARA/LPO will work closely with IO/UNP to prepare U.S. 
statements and right) of reply in multilateral fora to 
counter Sandinista disinformation. 

-- ARA/LPO and USIA will be prepared to exploit any 

Nicaraguan intransigence at the Esquipulas, Guatemala, 
summit (Hay 24-3)), and at the June 8 Coatadora meeting 
(possible Contadora conclusion), and at Contadora 
negotiating sessions leading up to June 6. ARA/LPO and 
USIA will also prepare to support positions taken by t.ne 
Central American democracies. 


ACTIONS (Latin America) 

-- During President Duarte's travel to Costa Rica, Peru, 
Uruguay, and Brasil, Hay 9-23, USIS posts at each stop 
promoted media coverage* USIA media covered in depth. 

-- At the Costa Rican inaugural, Nay 8, the U.S. delegation 
took tne opportunity to meet with Contadora and Contidoca 
support country leaders to demonstrate u.S. support for 
their goals. 
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— During visit of Uruguayan Setsidilnt^ &Sglfrettl to 

Washington in June, Administration lssdtrs will underscore 
O.S. support for democracy and economic progress, 
emphasising s positivs vision, rather then reiteratin' 
-#li-<nown American opposition to oppression. ustA midia 
vill cover in full and also assist Uruguayan aadia 
traveling vitn the president. 


-- USXA will provide full eedia coverage and assistance to 
the working visit of Honduran President Aseona to 
Washington May 2S«2t. Appropriate gpotes by Aacona win 
be played into Europe and Latin Alter {ca. 


— ARA/LPO will prepare a cable to labassles In central 
Anarica instructing thea to discuss with governaent 
officials, political, church, and labor leaders the need 
to tell the central American story in Europe, a special 
effort will be made to persuade President Duarte to begin 
a public affairs effort in Europe. 

— D00 policy Support Staff prepared special briefing and 
display mater ills on Central America for use at the 
meeting with air force chiefs of staff froa 20 Latin 
American and Caribbean countries May $-*. Siallar 
materials and briefings will be given to air force 
intelligence chiefs froa 29 Latin American and Caribbean 
countries whan they meet at Homestead APS, Plorida, in 
August 1924. 
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Exhibit GPS-66 



Early Report 


iKAN-CUNTRA HEARINGS 


Wednesday, May 6, 1987 


Britain "Iran Hearings Open With Bitter Attack" 

( Daily Telegraph ) 

Washington correspondent Ian Brodie reported in 
today's conservative Daily Telegraph , "A retired 
American Air Porce General, claiming yesterday that 
the Reagan Administration asked him to play a pivotal 
role in the Iran-contra dealings and approved of it, 
unleashed a blistering attack on the Attorney-General, 
Mr. Edwin Meese... 



"General Secord..,is so convinced of the probity and 
legality of his undercover actions that he testified 
without a grant of limited immunity from prosecution 
--the equivalent of a trapeze artist working without a 
safety net,.," 

"Secord Faces Congressional Demolition 
Workers" ( Guardian ) 

The liberal Guardian * s Washington correspondent 
Michael White filed, "The first day's hearing of the 
joint Congressional inquiry into the Irangate affair 
offered nothing prettier than the appearance of 
General Richard Secord, the freelance gun-runner... 

"Appearing as the first witness. General Secord said 
he felt betrayed and accused the Administration of 
abandoning those implicated in the Irangate affair..." 

France "Secord Was Impressive" (Prance-Inter 

radio) 


Prance-Inter radio's Washington correspondent Bertrand 
Vannier said, "Secord...provided a lot of details. 

The CIA knew about the operation. The White House 
knew and approved it. It seems he was the main pillar 
of Irangate....The first impression after this first 
hearing is that the U.S. Administration was much more 
involved than it said it was." 

"Irangate Again" ( Le Monde (luh MOHND)] 

A front-page editorial in liberal Le Monde noted, "A 
typically American show is starting this week on 
Capitol Hill. 
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"The atmosphere, however, got suddenly hot yesterday afternoon, 
when retired General Richard Secord began his testimony....He 
answered.without hesitation, giving an impression of 
frankness..•" 

"Curtain Went Up on Dramatic Political Show" 

Ennio Caretto's report from Washington had top front-page 
attention by centrist La Stampa and said, "With Secord's 
accusation the curtain went up on a dramatic political show, 
where the struggle for Reagan's political survival is mixed 
with the electoral fight between Democrats and Republicans..." 

SWITZERLAND: "Post-Reagan Bra Has Begun" 

An editorial headlined as above in independent La Suisse con¬ 
cluded that, with the beginning of the Iran hearings, "It is 
difficult to see how Reagan can surmount this situation. 

"Instead, he is likely to be a lame-duck leader, to the 
advantage of a Congress which has never forgiven him for 
reasserting the primacy of the White House over Capitol Hill. 

"The public hearings which opened yesterday have in fact 
ushered in the post-Reagan era." 

AUSTRIA: "A Remarkable Example of Living Democracy" 

Socialist Party's NeueAZ, in an editorial on the opening of 
the hearings, observed, "Before the eyes of the world, the 
United States is giving a remarkable example of living 
democracy and relentless search for the truth..." 

IRELAND: "Reagan Doctrine May Be on Trial" 

According to the Washington correspondent of the liberal Irish 
Times, "There is another similarity between Watergate and 
Contragate. Both have to do with undeclared wars conducted 
largely in secret without electoral mandates. Both stem from 
an anti-communist ideology which is used to justify strategic 
U.S. objectives. 

■This Administration has given the ideology a name, the 'Reagan 
Doctrine.* What may be on trial for the next several weeks is 
that doctrine." 
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France 


West 

Germany 


Italy 


Wednesday, May 6, 1987 


IRAN-CONTRA HEARINGS 


"Such an exercise in self-flagellation is unigue in 
the free world and in line with the traditions of 
American democracy... 

"Congressional public hearing^~might be more 
embarrassing since they might show that the President 
violated several points of law. But isn't the biggest 
disgrace in this affair already inflicted on Mr. 

Reagan the fact that it lowered him to the rank of a 
mere politician who says one thing and acts 
differently?" 

"The Price of Democracy" [ Stuttgarter 

Zeltung (STOOT-garter TSEYE-toong ) I 

Liberal Stuttgarter Zeltung 's editorial said, 

"Pourteen yearsafter' the Watergate scandal the United 
states once again can experience how Senators and 
Representatives of Congress scrutinize a policy which 
has fallen into disrepute....On the other hand, the 
hearings in Congress are also a striking proof of the 
functioning of democracy. 

"It is normal that senior officials get on the wrong 
tracks, but it is unusual how vigorously the U.S. 
democratic institutions will take action, if they 
discover such a wrong track....Governing becomes 
difficult and makes the U.S. partners despair. It is 
a price the United States likes to pay, for the 
spectacle in Congress is also reason for a certain 
pride." 


"Secord; 'The White House Knew'" 

[Corriere della Sera (koh-ree-EH-reh 
DEH-lah SEH-rahT] 

Renzo Cianfanelli wrote from New York for the front 
page of centrist Corriere della Sera , "Those who 
expected a sensational beginning characterized by 
tension and surprise developments were certainly 
disappointed. Nobody in Washington seemed to be 
expecting yesterday an historical turning point on the 
first day of the Irangate hearings... 

"The atmosphere, however, got suddenly hot yesterday 
afternoon, when retired General Richard Secord began 
his testimony....He answered without hesitation, 
giving an impression of frankness..." 
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Wednesday, May 13, 1987 


FRANCS; "Hearings Pail to Provide Answer to Main Question" 

France-Inter radio’s Washington correspondent Bertrand Vannier 
concluded, "The first three days of the hearings failed to 
provide an answer to the main question: was Reagan informed 
and if he was, when was he informed? 

"It is now clear that if the Iran-Nicaragua network was 
possible, it's because the White House leader was encouraging 
his advisers to help the contras. Did he directly order them 
to violate the law? He says he didn't..." 

"Image of a Reagan With Failing Memory Has Vanished" 

Liberal Le Monde stated, "On the fifth day of the hearings, the 
image of a Reagan with a failing memory and overwhelmed by the 
zeal of his advisers has vanished. From McFarlane's.testimony, 
one has the feeling that the U.S. President was well aware of 
what his advisers were doing, that he was anxious to see them 
act in favor of the Nicaraguan rebels and that he even 
sometimes took things in hand personally." 

WEST GERMANY: Details on "How Deeply" Reagan Was Involved 

Liberal Stuttgarter Zeitung said, "Since the beginning of this 
week the Americans are getting first-hand information on u ow 
deeply Ronald Reagan was personally involved in the Iran affair 
....McFarlane made clear that his highest superior, President 
Reagan, often gave the order to both parts of the Iran-contra 
affair or at least knew about them most of the time..." 

"The Patient in the Dentist's Chair" 


Independent Koelner Stadt-Anzeiger commented in an editorial, 
"The Congressional hearings will go on for months and the 
President and his staff members are now in the position of the 
patient in the dentist's chair. Somebody is constantly poking 
on the sensitive nerve. 

"The men in the White House now have to pay for having deceived 
Congress. The final phase of Reagan's Presidency is over¬ 
shadowed even if he is trying his best to leave the scandal 
behind by demonstrating remarkable energy when it comes to 
looking for a success in other areas." 


76-936 0-88-24 



Wednesday, Hay 13, 1987 Daily DigOSt 


IRAN-CONTRA HEARINGS --Reporta abroad dis- 
agreed on whether Robert McParlane's tes¬ 
timony "confirmed existing doubts" as to 
how much President Reagan knew about the 
illegal aspects of the Iran-contra affair. 

BRITAIN; "McFarlane Plays Hard to Get on Reagan Cover-Up" 

London headlines this morning included: "Swiss Executive 
withdrew Lost contra Millions" ( Times ). "$io Million for 
Contras 'Deposited in Wrong Account(Guardian). "McParlane 
Plays Hard to Get on Reagan Cover-Up" (Independent). "Iran Arms 
Sales Inquiry Told of 'U.K. Connection'"1 Plnancial Times) and 
"Iranians in Secret White House Tour" ( Dairy Hail ).- 

"Missing $10 Million Tracked Down by Congress" 

The conservative Times ' Washington correspondent Michael Binyon 
reported, "Congressional investigators have tracked down the 
missing $10 million donated by the Sultan of Brunei to help the 
Nicaraguan contras..." 

"How Badly Out of Control Reagan White House Had Become" 

An editorial in the centrist Independent said, "The present 
hearings reminded us that Americans have a different and more 
democratic tradition. They face a genuine and intractable 
dilemma between the Constitution's insistence that control of 
foreign policy must be shared between the President and the 
Congress, and the urgent exigencies of power. 

"The revelations which will emerge from the Irangate hearings 
will certainly suggest how badly out of control the Reagan 
White House had become..." 

"McParlane Not Prepared to Tell the Whole Story" 

In the opinion of the Independent 's Washington correspondent 
Peter Pringle, "Mr. McParlane's...answers were sprinkled with 
Inconsistencies and, in reply to several questions involving 
his aides, Admiral Poindexter and colonel North, he used 
nonspecific phrases such as, 'I'm not sure. 1 ... 

"The impression was that Mr. McParlane was not prepared, even 
now, to tell the whole story..." 
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Thursday, y 14, 1987 


IRAN-CONTRA HEARINGS 


"Reagan Admits Contra Pund Briefings" 

( Guardian ) 

The liberal Guardian 1 s Washington correspondent Alex 
Brummer reported today, "The protective wall built 
around President Reagan sustained fresh breaches 
yesterday with testimony that he was briefed 'dozens' 
of times on contra fund-raising activities and by the 
disclosure that two former White House officials are 
providing evidence to a grand jury. 

"This emerged as the President reversed his story and 
acknowledged that he had discussed increasing aid to 
the Nicaraguan contras with King Pahd of Saudi Arabia 
in early 1985. Mr. Reagan had personally denied this 
24 hours earlier... 

"Mr. McFarlane painted a picture of a President who 
was fully informed on every aspect of the contra 
operations. He received daily bulletins, and held 
meetings with the late CIA director, William Casey..." 

"Reagan Admits Talks With King Fahd on 
Contra Aid" ( Financial Times ) 

Washington correspondent Lionel Barber filed in the 
independent Financial Times , "The White House has been 
unnerved by charges that D.S. officials, unwittingly 
or otherwise, may have broken the law in efforts to 
help the contras during the Congressional ban on 
direct and indirect U.S. military aid..." 

"Reagan Admits He Discussed Contra Funds 
With Fahd" ( Independent ) 

The centrist Independent 's Washington correspondent 
Peter Pringle held, "The distinction drawn by Mr. 
Reagan between soliciting and merely expressing 
gratitude for the funds is crucial to the question of 
whether the Congressional investigators will conclude 
any White House officials violated the 1984 Boland 
Amendment that forbade such activity..." 
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IRM-CONTRA HEARINGS —Moat foreign observers 
held that the evidence froa the past two 
weeks' hearings has "banished" the "myth of 
a disengaged” President Reagan. 

BRITAIN; "Reagan Goes on Offensive Over Irangate Revelations" 

London headlines today and over the weekend included: "Lying 
for the President” (Observer), "Reagan Goes on Offensive Over 
zrangate Revelations'* / Guardian ), "Reagan 'Kept to Law Over 
Contras'" ( Daily Telegraph ) and "The Bud That Chills" ( London 
Daily News ). 

Reagan Changes Tactics After McParlane Revelations 

The liberal Guardian 's Washington correspondent Mark Tran 
reported today, ’'president Reagan yesterday went on the 
offensive in the Irangate affair by asserting that.there was 
nothing in the law that kept him or his National Security 
Council from asking other people to help the Nicaraguan 
rebels. 

"In an interview with P.S. News k World Report magazine, Mr. 
Reagan also argued that the Boland Amendment never prohibited 
his national security adviser or the NSC staff from offering 
aid to the contras... 

"This change of tack on the part of the President and his 
officials has been precipitated by the evidence from the 
Irangate hearings....McParlane shattered the picture of a laid 
back President who took little interest in the Irangate 
machinations..." 

"Reagan Remains a Popular President" 

Washington correspondent Alan Rusbrldger said in the inde¬ 
pendent London Dally News , "For all his sins of commission or 
omission, Ronald Reagan remains a. popular President....There is 
not great enthusiasm to bring him down or so to undermine him 
as to emasculate the Presidency for the next 18 months. 

"And yet, without the Presidential jugular to target, there is 
a danger that the hearings could drift into an aimlesi, sideshow 
--a process the White House is already doing its best to 
encourage...” 
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a He presented himself as the defender of morality and parity. 
The facts show that his Administration has supported violations 
of the law, that is, immoralities wnich are much graver for a 
public figure then the amorous immorality which drove Hart out 
of the Presidential race. 

*It is an interesting lesson now that the United states is 
getting ready to choose its future President.* 

IRELAND: *Portrait of an Activist President* 

The liberal Irl 3 h Times said yesterday, *Mr. McParlane 
portrayed an activist President....Mr. McParlane's President 
was in the middle of the action. 

*He picked up $15 million or so from King Pahd of Saudi Arabia, 
apparently, and when Honduras grabbed a shipment of arms meant 
for the contras he sent a sharp personal message saying, 'Hand 
them back.'' 

SOVIET UNION: *Reagan Conference on Iran-Contra Scandal* 

Moscow TASS noted Saturday, 'President Reagan held on Priday a 
special news conference for editors of the regional press, in 
line with the White House strategy of 'selective contacts' 
between the President and the press, aimed at countering the 
serious consequences of the Iran-contra scandal which 
undermined the Administration's credibility...' 

HONG KONG: 'Reagan Knows More Than He Is Willing to Admit* 

The independent Hong Kong Daily News 's editorial yesterday 
observed, *The testimonies of these (Congressional) witnesses 
have made us realize that Reagan knows more about the arms deal 
than he is willing to admit... 

'Obviously, the funding of the Nicaraguan rebels was against 
the law, but whether the solicitation of donations from other 
countries was illegal will have to be decided by the court...* 

INDIA: 'Bigger Dimensions Than Watergate* 

An editorial in the independent Hindustan Times today held that 
the Iran-contra affair *is taking on bigger dimensions than 
even Watergate because it does not involve a 'mere' break-in 
but the constitutional relationship between the executive and- 
the legislative wings of the Government. 
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•it also has international ramifications with the credibility 
of American foreign policy at stake as also of its intelligence 
services...* 

ALGERIA: To What Extent Was Reagan Involved? 

Government-owned, Arabic language ash-Shab 's editorial today 
pointed out, *The question that remains unanswered is the 
extent to which President Reagan was involved in this affair, 
especially after the insinuations made by McFarlane and Secord 
which hint that he was aware of the diversion of funds made 
from the sale of arms to the contras...” 

BRAZIL: "President Vacillates in Pront of Journalists* 

Liberal Folha de Sao Paulo's New York correspondent Paulo 
Francis wrote Saturday under the above headline that, in his 
Friday interview with reporters, President Reagan seemed 
•hesitant and nervous. 

•Public opinion polls have oeen devastating for Reagan. (At 
the meeting with the journalists) he started by saying...that 
he knew very well what happened in the transactions with Iran 
but that he was unaware of the remittance of funds for the 
contras. (This defense) is unlikely to work...* 

MEXICO: *Not Easy to Show Reagan as Violator of Laws* 

in the editorial view of leftist La Jornada Friday, 'Abrams and 
McFarlane's testimony to the Congressional committee investigat¬ 
ing the Tehrangate scandal has led to an immediate conclusion: 
regardless of the many interests involved in the scandal, it is 
not easy to show the U.S. President as a violator of his own 
laws. 

*lt would be a suicidal action for the Government...* 
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*A Rotten. Horrible Week for Reagan Administration* 

According to the middle-of-the-road Observer 's Washington 
correspondent Simon Hoggart yesterday, ■it's been a rotten, 
horrible week for the Reagan Administration... 

'The result of the second batch of Iran-contra hearings is that 
the White House has lost its last tatters of credibility in 
Congress. 

'It remains to be seen how long public opinion will continue to 
put up with the seemingly endless flow of shameful 
revelations... * 

ITALY; 'A Circus With Political Objectives* 

U.S. correspondent Alberto Pasolini Zanelli took this view in 
yesterday's leading conservative II Giornale , 'The debate has 
simply confirmed what everybody suspected: that is, that the 
whole circus has political objectives, and not the objective of 
'defending the Constitution.'... 

'This is a replay of Vietnam....Those who are raising today 
subtle political reservations about the aid to the contras want 
indeed a victory by the sandinistas, just as those who 15 years 
ago criticized Saigon's imperfect democracy wanted what, they 
got later: the triumph of Hanoi's totalitarian regime...* 

SWITZERLAND: 'Myth of Detached President Banished* 

'President was Very Much in the Know* was the headline in this 
morning's middle-of-the-road 24 Heures , over a story by its 
Washington correspondent that said^ ^he myth of a President 
Reagan so detached from day-to-day business that he did not 
know what was going on under his own roof has been banished. 

•That is one of the main conclusions emerging from 40 hours of 
public testimony given by two key witnesses to the 
Congressional Iran-contra hearings.' 

SPAIN: 'Administration Supported Violations of the Law' 

An editorial in Saturday's leading liberal El Pais observed, 
■The congressional questioning helps to clear up many 
misconceptions which have been the pillars for the Reag;an 
myth. 
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ITALY: "President Perfectly Aware of Everything" 

Leftist La Repubbllea 's New York correspondent stated, "The 
President, who was always said to be unaware of the details, 
has made a dramatic about-face, maintaining that he was 
perfectly aware of everything, but that the Boland Amendment 
neither applied to him nor the NSC staff..." 

WEST BERLIN: "So Hanv Difficult Questions" 

Independent Per Tagessplegel 's Washington correspondent Marlene 
Manthey said, "There are so many difficult questions focussing 
on the differences... .between the Executive and the Legislative 
bodies that lawyers' will have years to lecture on them to their 
law school students... 

"However, can that be of interest to the average person in 
America? 

"To insiders, the Iran-contra affair may be very important. To 
those outside, however, the economic situation, the budget and 
trade deficit, a drop in wages, and agricultural problems cause 
greater irritation..." 

COSTA RICA: "Two Explosive Situations Fused Into One" 

San Jose's centrist La Nacion said that while Washington 
"vehemently requested its European allies not to negotiate 
with terrorist groups or their sponsors, some white House 
officials were doing just that. 

"Even worse, by channeling some of the funds from the Iran 
dealings to the Nica insurgents, two explosive situations 
were fused into one, with adverse results that are very 
plain today..." 

NICARAGUA: "Reagan: I'm Wounded" 

Pro-Sandinista media continued to give heavy play to the 
Iran-contra hearings and related stories on this subject. 

Under the above headline, the official PSLN daily Barricada 
said, "President Reagan exploded yesterday on affirming that 
'there is no doubt as to whether .I was or wasn't informed: I 
was involved in the decision to help the Preedom Fighters...'" 


"Costliest Political Scandal" 

The same paper said editorially, "In only six months, the 
costliest political scandal since his election has produced 
effects with considerable repercussions for the Reagan 
Administration. 

"Without evaluating the internal costs which Reagan is buffering 
to his domestic- policies, the international ramifications of 
the scandal are no less costly or important..." 


Foreign Media Reacton 


Thursday, May 21, 1987 


Daily Digest 


IRAN-CONTRA AFFAIR —Some foreign observers 
felt it •well-nigh incredible* that President 
Reagan was not kept fully informed by his 
—■ top aides on the Iran-contra situation. 

Otners described the hearings as providing a 
■clear picture of a clandestine effort,* 

BRITAIN: *A Distinction Is to Be Drawn* 

The conservative Daily Telegraph editorialized: *A distinction 
is to be drawn between the President's attitude towards 
freelance fund-raising for the contras and his adamant claim to 
have been in the dark over the siphoning of arms-for-Iran funds 
to the contras by his officials--which was ultra vires, 

•There are narrow lines to be drawn here. The overseas 
observer may find it well-nigh incredible that men so close to 
the President as some of these witnesses on Capitol Hill can 
have kept him wholly in the dark on a matter so close to his 
heart... * 


Calero Calls Hearings "An Inquisition* 


In another article the same paper said, *Aldolfo Calero, the 
Nicaraguan rebel leader...denounced the Iran-contra hearings 
yesterday as an inquisition... 


"The fifth witness to appear before the Congressional probe 
since it began admitted receiving funds from 'foreign sources 
(and) patriotic Americans. 1 * 


■a Clear Picture of Clandestine Effort* 


The centrist Independent 's Washington correspondent Patrick 
Brogan reported* *A clear picture of the clandestine American 
effort to supply the Nicaraguan rebels and its connection with 
Iran is at last emerging... 


■Mr. Calero gave about $90,000 of Saudi money to Lt. Col; North 
who used it for a variety of purposes....Most of Col. North's 
moneys however, came from the profits on the sale of arms to 
Iran, and was used to set up a separate contra army in the 
south of Nicaragua...* 
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"Realistic Peace Talks in £1 Salvaaor* 


The same £aper also carried an article from its correspondent 
in Mexico^City who said, "The answer to the Central American 
problem can only be found through realistic peace talks in El 
Salvador, acknowledging true guerrilla strength? a negotiated 
treaty of co-existence with the Sandinistas; and money to 
fight the poverty and social injustice from which the regions* 
instability initially sprang." 

ITALY: "We Fooled Congress* 

Leading Italian newspapers continued to give feature cover¬ 
age to the Iran-contra hearings. Reports by U.S.-based 
correspondents drew from testimony by contra leader Adolfo 
Calero. Leftist La Repubblica carried headline "Contra 
Leader Admits, "We Pooled Congress'." Centrist La Stamp s's 
headline read: "Contras Recount Irangate." 

SPAIN: "U.S. President Confronts the Law" 

Under this headline, liberal El Pais ran an article by 
Washington correspondent Francisco Basterra stating, "Are 
the U.S. President and the White House above the law? Ronald 
Reagan thinks so, and he has launched a defense that will allow 
him to break a law approved by Congress and signed by him..." 

"An Essential Tool of U.S. Policy" 

The same paper published an interview with State Department 
officer Luigi Einaudi which noted, "According to a high 
official from the U.S. Department of State, the contras are 
still an essential tool of U.S. policy in Central America. 

"At the same time, Washington thinks that the tactics used 
so far by anti-Sandinista forces, giving more importance to 
the military aspect than to the political one, has failed..." 

AUSTRALIA: "Ode to Gung-Ho Ollie" 

Underf this headline, Melbourne's independent Sun Washington 
correspondent Geoffrey Barker reported: "This began as a tale 
of cloak-and-dagger action and ended, incongruously, as a love 
poem. 

"It was clear that Owen's overriding motivation was his personal 
regard for Ollie North who, he says, he loved like a brother..." 


ECUADOR: "More and More Evidence Appears" 

, i 

Quito's centrist El Comeccio said in an editorial, *As the 
Irangate -Hearings continue, more and more evidence appears 
indicating the direct participation of President Reagan. Mow 
he's a little frustrated and he will become progressively more 
so... * 
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"Reagan Appeared Self-Confident" 

Washington correspondent Ennio Caretto filed in centrist La 
§ tampa , saying that Hr. Reagan, "elegant in a gray suit and red 
tie, was in excellent shape....The language during the 
interview was optimistic. With Irangate in full swing, instead 
of a leader facing a crisis and close to the end of his 
mandate, Reagan appeared self-confident, firm and convinced of 
his personal role in history. 


"On Irangate, he commented, 'Frankly, I sleep very well at 
night. I never thought about resigning.' 


"He expressed positive thoughts regarding his 
Gorbachev: 'I believe we will have a summit i 
States by the end of this year.'..," 


dialogue with 
n the United 


IRAN-CONTRA HEARINGS 

BRITAIN: "Irangate Inquiry 'a Circus'* 

The conservative Daily Telegrapn 's Washington correspondent 
Hugh Davies reported today under the headline above, "Fierce, 
anger was voiced in the Iran-contra hearing yesterday over a 
blistering attack on the panel by a former witness, Richard - 
Secord... Panel members were astonishea to read a long article 
for the Wall Street Journal , written by General Secord, who 
accused Congress of staging a 'circus on Capitol Hill.'... 

"Secord wrote that it was 'small wonder* that American allies 
were shaking their heads in 'sadness and uncertainty' while 
U.S. adversaries 'stand goggling at the spectacle of a great 
nation inflicting injury on itself, and wonder if they can 
believe what they see.'...* 
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Thursday, June 4, 1987 

IRAN-CONTRA AFFAIR —British commentators 
said Elliot Abrams' future must be "in 
some doubt" following his appearance before 
the Iran-contra investigating committee and 
that Col. North "for the first time" has 
been linked to "possible financial gains." 

BRITAIN: "Abrams Future in Some Doubt" 

The conservative Times ' Washington correspondent Christopher 
Thomas said, "Hr. Blliott Abrams was given another harsh 
grilling during the Iran-contra hearings yesterday. Several 
Congressmen publicly and privately are saying he should resign. 

"Nr. Abrams insisted that he had been assured by his superior, 
George Shultz, that he was not a 'fall guy' in the scandal and 
insisted that he would not resign. It is clear, however, that 
his credibility is at a low ebb and his future must be in some 
doubt..." 

"Belly Button Account" 

The liberal Guardian 's Washington correspondent reported, "A 
millionaire American businessman, Albert Hakim, told the 
Iran-contra hearings yesterday that he set up a secret $200,000 
Swiss bank account as a 'death benefit' for Colonel North in 
case he was killed. The account was known as 'belly button.' 

"Hr. Hakim's testimony was the first time the dismissed 
National Security Council official has been linked to possible 
financial gains as a result of the affair." 

"Procedures Designed to Confuse Investigators" 

The centrist Independent 's Washington correspondent Patrick 
Brogan stated, "Hr. Hakim was grilled all afternoon about the 
'enterprise's' finances, and admitted that his accounting 
procedures had been designed to confuse investigators... 

"The other startling revelation in Hr. Hakim's testimony is 
that he considered Col. North to be the head of the 
'enterprise.' General Secord has insisted that the enterprise 
was an independent, private operation..." 
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WEST GERMANY: "Preparing foe the Political Catastrophe" 

Pro Social-Democratic Frankfurter Rundschau said under the 
headline above, "What Is worrying is the fact a man like Lee 
Hamilton publicly refers to impeachment. Is he going too far? 
Or does he want to start slowly preparing the public for the 
political catastrophe facing the United States? 

"The committee members already have a pretty good idea of what 
Poindexter and North will say in their testimony....Even 
without any devastating disclosures, the President’s position 
is pretty miserable. Perhaps there's even worse on the way..." 

ITALY: "Also Khomeini in North's Target" 

Typical Italian headlines today read: "One of Khomeini's 
Assistants Asked North, 'Help Us Kill the Ayatollah'" ( Corriere 
della Sera ), "Colonel North Planned to Kill Khomeini" (La 
Stampa ), *North Conspired With Iranian Moderate Groups to Kill 
Khomeini" ( II Messaggero ) and "Also Khomeini in North's Target" 
( II Giornale ) . 

"A Revelation From Poindexter" 


A news agency dispatch in both leading centrist Corriere 
della Sera and centrist Stampa Sera said: "According to a 
report by U.S. News and World Report , Admiral Poindexter has 
revealed to a Pentagon official that among Colonel North's 
projects was one contemplating the assassination of Iranian 
political leaders, including Ayatollah Khomeini..." 

SWITZERLAND: "North Discussed Assassination of Khomeini" 

Lausanne's middle-of-the-road Le Matin today headlined an 
AFP/AP report "North Discussed Assassination of Khomeini." 

EGYPT: Praise for Congressional investigation of Irangate 

A byliner wrote in yesterday's Government-affiliated al-Akhbar : 
"While in Washington, I watched some sessions of the Con¬ 
gressional committee investigating the Iran arms deal..,.The 
sessions are an example of what a parliamentary investigation 
should be. They are not a sham intended to hide the facts, 
cover up for big wigs, or absorb public anger. 

"This is a real trial in public in which the people are the 
judge." 
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IRAH-CONTRA HEARINGS —Scattered media 
reported the resumption of the hearings 
with the question of whether Col. North 
would testify. 

BRITAIN: "Decisive Pinal Stage" 

The independent Financial Times Washington correspondent Lionel 
Barber observed: "The Iran-contra hearings reopen on Capitol 
Hill today for what promises to be the decisive final stage 
in the Congressional investigation of the affair. 

"Over the next eight weeks, the joint House-Senate Select 
Committee will hear evidence from President Ronald Reagan's 
closest current and former advisers. 

"Their testimony is considered critical to establishing how 
much he and other senior U.S. officials knew about the secret 
arming of the Nicaraguan contra rebels, and whether they 
engaged in a cover-up...” 

"North Still Haggling" 

The centrist Independent 's Washington correspondent Alexander 
Chancellor said: "The Iran-contra hearings resume on Capitol 
Hill today with the key witness, Lt. Col. Oliver North, still 
haggling with Congress over the conditions for him agreeing 
to give evidence to the investigators..." 

WEST GERMANY: "North as Director of Hearings" 

Headlines today included "Reagan Travels to the Quiet 
Hinterland" ( General-Anzeioer ) and "Actor North Takes 
on Role of Director in the Iran Hearings" ( Die Welt ). 

"Current Reagan Trip Meaningful" 

Independent General-Anzeioer of Bonn reported, "Far way from 
the Potomac in the American hinterland President Reagan wants 
to address those issues in the next few days which he hopes 
are of interest to the 'real Americans': a healthy budget 
and taxes... 

"His current promotional trip takes place at a particularly 
meaningful time because the second part of the embarrassing 
Iran-contra hearings are to start in Washington today..." 
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"Curtain. Rises on Second Act" 

Conservative Die Welt of Bonn said, "Today the curtain will 
rise to the second act of the Iran-contra hearings, and it 
cannot be excluded that it will turn into a drama without the 
leading actor. 

"The appearance of Oliver North, the key figure in this 
scandal, has become questionable..." 

FRANCE: "Reagan Tries to Restore Image" 

Left-of-center Liberation said, "On Monday, President Reagan 
started a series of visits to ‘grassroots America 1 to try to 
restore an image tarnished in Washington because of Irangate 
and of the 'mediocre 1 achievements in Venice..." 



Friday 


June 26, 1987 


Daily Digest 

IRAN-CONTRA HEARINGS —Western European re- 
ports focused on Assistant Attorney General 
Cooper's revelations that State Department 
officials objected to cover-up attempts by 
Administration members. An article in the 
Washingtonian claiming Colonel North "en¬ 
listed the support" of Solidarity to divert 
Soviet weapons to the contras drew wide¬ 
spread coverage. 

BRITAIN: "North Prepared Contra Cover-Up Testimony 1 " 

These were significant London headlines this morning: "North 
'Attempt to Rewrite Evidence 1 " ( Times ), "Solidarity 'Diverted 
Arms' for North" ( Guardian ), "Reagan Aide Shot After 'Soviet 
Arms Hijack Plot 1 ...Casey and North in 'Plots'" ( Daily Tele ¬ 
graph ), "North 'Prepared Contra Cover-Up Testimony" ( Financial 
Times ) and "'Darn 1 Was Meese's Reaction to Iran Scandal" 

( Independent ). 

"Cover-Up Effort Failed When State Officials Objected" 

The conservative Daily Telegraph 's Washington correspondent Ian 
Brodie reported, "The rIrst insider's account of the attempt by 
senior Reagan Administrat ion officials to cover-up the secret 
arms sales to Iran was given to the Irangate hearing yesterday. 

"The effort failed when State Department officials objected to 
the deception, said Assistant Attorney General Charles Cooper. 
He said the State Department's chief legal adviser, Judge 
Abraham Sofaer, had threatened to resign if the...late William 
Casey went ahead with his intention to give false testimony to 
the Senate Intelligence Committee last November. 

"There was also a heated exchange in the private quarters of 
the White House between Mr. Reagan and his Secretary of State, 
Mr. Shultz, who warned that the proposed Casey evidence was 
wrong..." 

"North Enlisted Solidarity in Contra Arms Diversion" 

The liberal Guardian 1 s Washington correspondent Michael White 
filed this report based on a story in Washingtonian magazine: 
"Colonel Oliver North enlisted the support ot leaders of; t 
Solidarity...to divert a trainload of Soviet rifles and Sam-7 
missiles into the hands of the contra rebels, according to 
fresh claims yesterday, as Congressional hearings relentlessly 
eroded the White House's credibility... 


745 


Monday, July 6, 1987 


"North Expected to Continue Cover-Up* 


The centrist Independent 's Washington correspondent Peter 
Pringle wrote today, ^Colonel North, the ’ultimate marine* as 
his lawyer once described him, is expected to continue the 
cover-up of the diversion of funds to the Nicaraguan contras 
that he began last November when he ordered his devoted young 
secretary... to alter White House memos and frantically shredded 
key documents in his office before the FBI arrived... 


■ Thus, the centripetal question of exactly what his superiors, 
including the President, were told about the affair, may never 
be known, at least from Colonel North..." 


"Investigations of Alleged Saudi-Savimbi Connection" 

The liberal Guardian stated, "U.S. Congressional investigators 
are pursuing a secret African connection in the Iran-contra 
scandal under which the Administration appears to have obtained 
Saudi money to aid Mr. Savirabi's rebel group in Angola..." 

"North Drew Up Secret Plan for Military Takeover of U.S." 

A report in the conservative tabloid Dally Mail by Washington 
correspondent Richard Beeston rah, "Colonel Oliver North 
drafted a secret plan for the military takeover of the United 
States, it was claimed yesterday... 

"The report in the Miami Herald described sacked aide North... 
as a key member of a 'phantom government' working secretly 
inside the Reagan Administration..." 

"A Petty Crook or a Patriot?" 

On Sunday, the liberal Observer's Washington correspondent 
Simon Hoggart reported, "The star player, Lt. Col. Oliver 
North, is to start giving evidence on Tuesday. This would have 
been the top-of-the-bill climax to the affair if it weren't for 
the fact that his lackluster boss, Admiral John Poindexter, is 
to appear soon afterwards, with the considerable advantage of 
knowing what North has already said. 

“One problem is that North's credibility, such as it was, no 
longer exists. Far from being a simple patriot, accused only 
of too much zeal in the service of his country, he is beginning 
to look more like a petty crook, engaged in numerous private 
fiddles and crude attempts to cover them up... 
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REAGAN ’S IMAGE —Media observers in Lon- 
don and Sao Paulo expressed views on 
■S- -.whit they saw as the President's fading 
image. 

BRITAIN; ’Lost in a Wasteland* 


The conservative Times tan the neadline ’Reagan Lost in the 
Wasteland of Decline’ over a report by Washington correspondent 
Michael Binyon that ’these are sad and difficult tines for a 
once mignty President. 


The man who dominated American politics for six years, who 
soared to the heights of popularity, invigorated a nation with 
his optimism and success, now seems a spent force. 

Congress defies him with impunity. Republicans gradually but 
deliberately seek their distance. 


Officials try to make up for the lack of action with tougn 
talk and assertions of vigor. Advisers grapple for new 
initiatives or fail back on tested slogans and issues. 


"But behind the scenes, press officials limit the President's 
exposure to questioning, aides scurry to correct mistakes and 
senior Cabinet members push their own agendas ana bicker over 
policy. 

•The sense of drift is unsettling, and brings out the worst in 
Washington: snide gossip, disloyalty and frustration. 

Anonymous White House aiaes talk of the lame duck syndrome, and 
lament the lack of energy. 'I think this place will be on 
automatic pilot pretty soon, 1 said one recently, 

•Tnere is much that is reminiscent of the last years of 
Brezhnev, 

"Mr. Reagan himself scoffs at the spate of political obituaries 
that have appeared in the last few weeks. But the old sparkle 
has gone. He has begun to look all of his 76 years..." 

BRAZIL:, "Reagan Will Leave an Inheritance" 

Liberal Folha de Sao Paulo remarked, "It is easy to foresee 
that Reagan will be soon forgotten as U.S. President. If not 
overthrown before, he will leave the Presidency in January, 
1989, leaving an enormous domestic and foreign debt. Reagan 
spent more than all U.S. Presidents together since Washington. 

"Reagan was brilliant in selling an image of courage and 
firmness as a President. But he will leave an inheritance 
which transcends a mediocre performance in the Presidency..." 
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Tuesday, July 7, 1987 
•On Whose Authority Was North Acting?* 

Lionel Barber, Washington correspondent for the independent 
Financial Times , filed, "The all-embracing question facing the 
Iran-contra panel is how this 43-year-old born again Christian, 
whose mWic^l records reveal evidence of mental instability, 
was allow^S'to wield such influence within the Executive. On 
whose authority, if any, was he acting? 

•Only Colonel North can answer that question, which goes to the 
heart of the Iran-contra affair..." 

•Did Reagan Team Steal 1980 Election?* 

The left-wing weekly New Statesman claimed, "The question is-- 
did the Reagan team steal the 1^0 election?... 

"It has now been established that the shipment of arms to 
Tehran began in February 1981, a few weeks after Ronald Reagan 
was inaugurated as President. At that time, there were no 
American hostages in Tehran or Beirut. Nor were there any of 
the fabled Iranian 'moderates' in prospect. So for what 'quid' 
were those arms a 'quo'? 

"The theory now current is that the Reagan team made a deal 
with the mullahs before the 1980 election. The mullahs were to 
keep the American Embassy hostages and refuse to release them' 
to Jimmy Carter. In return for this electorally disastrous 
humiliation, the incoming Reagan Administration would ship 
badly-needed spare parts and weapons to the American-equipped 
Iranian armed forces... 

"If there was collusion with Iran as far back as 1980, then the 
evident panic in the White House today needs no further 
explanation. Ronald Reagan owes his election to the reverses 
suffered by Jimmy Carter in Iran. 

•If it can be shown that he and his advisers deliberately 
contributed to those reverses, and deliberately prolonged the 
captivity of the hostages, then impeachment would be the least 
of it. And the whole moral basis of the 'Reagan revolution' 
would be retrospectively abolished. Watch this space." 

FRANCE: "North Comes to the Scene' 

Parisian headlines included: "North Comes to the Scene" 

( Figaro }, "North Comes to the Table* ( Le Matin ) and "Washington 
Under North Wind" ( Liberation ). 

"Washington Is Holding Its Breath* 

Washington correspondent Francois Sergent wrote in left-of- 
center Liberation , "Washington is holding its breath.... 
Investigators will try to find out whether North and Poindexter 
had informed the President of the diversion of fundr in flavor 
of the contras....North always gave the impression that he was 
protected by very important people. A perfect culprit for the 
Administration would be William Casey.•• 
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AUSTRALIA; "Reagan and I Never Spoke on Contra Funds: North* 

The independent Melbourne Age ran a page one story by Tim 
Colebaraji .,,^1 Washington headed: 'Reagan and I Never Spoke on 
Contra Tunds: North,' 

NEW ZEALAND; 'North Is Not Going to Be Alone in Jail* 

Connie Lawn, reporting from Washington for Radio New Zealand’s 
•Morning Report,' noted that North's testimony 'does appear to 
pass quite a bit of blame on other members of the Cabinet and 
certainly on the men who headed the NSC over this two or three 
year period,•. 

"If Oliver North goes to jail he is not going to be alone 
there.' 

ISRAEL; 'North Did His Best to Defend President Reagan' 

Conservative Yediot Aharonot 's Washington correspondent Erol 
Guiney wrote, 'North did his best to defend President Reagan 
when answering the key question of whether the President knew 
about the deals with Iran and the transfer of money to 
Nicaragua's rebels." 

'Officials Involved in False Chronology' 

Liberal Haaretz's Washington correspondent Zvi Barel filed, 
■North's testimony has shown so far that the late CIA Chief 
William Casey and National Security Advisers Robert McFarlane 
and John Poindexter, as well as Attorney General Edwin Meese, 
were involved at some point or other in drafting a false 
chronology, apparently aimed at protecting the Administration." 

Israel at Center of North Testimony 

Israeli radio's Washington correspondent Shimon Schiffer 
reported, 'Israel's involvement in the Iranian arm deals was at 
the center of Oliver North's testimony tonight. The names 
Yaakov Nimrodi, A1 Schwimmer, David Kimche, Avraham Ben Yosef 
and Yitzhak Rabin were mentioned again and again...' 

ARGENTINA: 'Bring the American Junta to Justice' 

A byliner remarked in the liberal Buenos Aires Herald Monday; 
•If some of the ego-driven personalities l>f the American news 
media started to examine seriously the process that has been 
running their glass house of democracy over the past five or 
six years, they wouldn't need a magnifying glass to find clues 
that the little juntas in South America don't hold a candle to 
the big one back home. 
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’North Painted Utterly Dismaying Picture of Administration* 

An editorial in the Guardian commented, "The picture that 
ColondT -Nart h painted yesterday was utterly dismaying Cor the 
Administration. It was a picture oC a world where anything 
went,.'where the chiefs of security and intelligence felt quite 
free to' commit crimes, shred papers or orchestrate the most 
grandiose of lies in the President's name without a second 
thought... 

*If that is the way the rest of the hearings pan out, it will 
merely confirm present reality—the reality of a President 
suddenly aged, stripped of meaningful power and peripheral to 
the policies that unfold about him....This wasn't a way to run 
the tiniest railroad. It was a manic way to run the greatest 
democracy in the world—with lessons attached for that 
democracy itself.* 

"North Left Open Crucial Questions About Reagan's Role* 

According to the centrist Independent 's Washington corre¬ 
spondent Alexander Chancellor, "North...left open crucial 
questions about President Reagan's role..." 

"North Damned Reputation of Many Leading Figures* 

BBC-2 TV's Washington correspondent Gavin Bsler observed, "As 
he defended the Reagan Administration's activities he damned 
the reputations of many of its leading figures—Attorney 
General Meese, former CIA Director Casey and former NSC 
advisers McParlane and Poindexter....Colonel North's statement 
about the 'cover-up' will haunt the Reagan Administration in 
its remaining months..." 

FRANCE: "North Clears Reagan" 

Parisian headlines included: "North Does Not Compromise 
Reagan" ( Figaro ), "North Clears Reagan" ( Quotidlen ), "North 
Tries to Clear Reagan" ( Le Matin ) and "Hunt Against a Lame 
Duck" (Communist HumaniteT i 

"Reagarr Cannot Run the Country Now* 

Left-of-center Liberation 's editorial said, "The parallel 
government which North and his pals were running in the 
basement of the White House also gives us an assessment of 
Reagan. North can try to clear him before Congress but 
Reagan's innocence nevertheless accuses him of at least 
possible complicity, because...it shows more the incompetence 
of the U.S. President than his possible immorality... 
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NORTH TESTIMONY 


•The White House has struggled mightily to divert 
attention from Colonel North, but at least for the 
fi'tsfc two days it has failed. It is an open question 
how long a shelf-life as a media star Colonel North 
will have, absorbing though the variety of roles he 
plays is... 

•One thing seems assured, however. By pointing to the 
decision-makers higher up the White House chain of 
command and not falling on his sword, Colonel North 
has ensured that the forthcoming appearances of men 
like former National Security Adviser John Poindexter, 
Attorney General Edwin Meese and other top officials 
in the next three weeks will also attract plenty of 
attention. That is bad news for Mr. Reagan.* 

•North Points Finger at U.S. Security 

Chiefs* ( Guardian ) 

A report in the liberal Guardian by Washington 
correspondent Michael White said, "Any ground the 
Colonel may have regained with Congress evaporated 
during the afternoon when he admitted lying time and 
time again in previous hearings to protect the covert 
policies and complained that Congress could not be 
trusted not to leak.* 

•North Scores Over congress* (Europe 

One radio) 

According to Europe One radio's correspondent in 
Washington, Jean-Pierre Joulin, 'North is currently 
reversing the situation to his advantage. This is the 
most surprising development of the heatings. With the 
hearings, Congressmen expected to deal a fatal blow to 
the main Presidential assistant in the Irangate affair 
and, through him, to the President himself. But with 
his angel face, his ability to move his audience, and 
his good-sense arguments, he has become popular... 

•How Par Can 'Irangate' Go?* ( Figaro ) 

Conservative Figaro 's Washington correspondent 
Baudouin Bollaett reported, 'The fact that he was not 
aware of the operation is not glorious for the most 
powerful President of the world, especially because he 
is a strong supporter of the contras... 
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Is There a Shadow Cabinet? 

Conservative Figaro 's Washington correspondent Baudouin 
Bollaect reported, ’The fact that he was not aware of the 
operation's not glorious for the most powerful President of 
the world, especially because he is a strong supporter of the 
contras..'. 

• But this defense is double-edged. While it excludes Mr. 
Reagan's participation in the most contestable undertakings of 
his entourage, it strengthens the views of those who believe 
that, in the shadow of an aging and careless President, a sort 
of shadow cabinet is acting without the knowledge of Congress 
and of the main officials in the Administration...* 

'North Will Mot Be Irangate Scapegoat* 

Left-of-center Liberation 's Washington correspondent Francois 
Sergent concluded, ‘dolonel North will not be the scapegoat of 
Irangate.... North no longer appears as the chief of a crazy 
network but, on the contrary, as the loyal and zealous 
executive of a policy supported as all the levels of the 
Administration. 

'The defense is clever but increasingly detrimental for the 
close assistants of the President....North does not want to be 
the only one to be responsible and Poindexter's testimony next 
week will likely be decisive...* 

WEST GERMAN*: 'Scandalous Decisions Were Hade at Higher Levels* 

An editorial in independent Genetal-Anzeiger said, 'Oliver 
North...gave the most precise outline so tar of the picture of 
the Iran-contra affair. The picture he painted shows the 
President in comparably favorable colors but the rest of his 
Government team in a more gloomy light... 

'Reagan might indeed not have known anything of the diversion 
of money from Iran to the contras. But the rest is bad enough 
....The simple officer in the Washington command headquarters 
convincingly made it clear that he acted not only as a lone 
wolf but that he also carried out orders from his superiors. 

The scandalous decisions were made at higher levels...' 
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Friday, July 10, 1987 


•Ollie's Greatest Show* (BBC-TV 2) 

BBC-TV 2's *Newsnight* yesterday evening ran 
Washington correspondent Gavin Esler's assessment that 
"Ollie North has not only become the greatest show 
here in Washington, but also the best known television 
performer across America....Opinion polls say most 
Americans believe him, but that means accepting that 
the U.S. Government did have control over the profits 
of the Uanian arms sales which went to the contras; 
it also means believing in a conspiracy to break the 
law, and a high-level cover-up...* 

•North Denies He Was Confidant of Reagan,* 

•Personal Troubles for Reagan's Law Chief* 

and * Alarming Boy Scout* ( Daily Telegrap h) 

The conservative Daily Telegraph 's Washington 
correspondent Ian Brodie reported today, "Lt. Col. 
Oliver North denied he was a confidant of President 
Reagan's yesterday in the course of an angry 
denunciation of Congress for its on-again, off-again 
support for the contras...* 

The paper's Washington staff added, "The personal 
..oubles of U.S. Attorney-General Edwin Meese, an old 
friend of President Reagan, gathered momentum 
yesterday amid speculation that he may soon be forced 
to step down... 

■Both inquiries (Wedtech and Iran) center on questions 
of ethics, and they come when the Reagan Adminis¬ 
tration can hardly afford to have its chief legal 
officer tied up in a complex defense of his actions...* 

An editorial in the Telegraph commented, ^Patriotism 
is not enough. Much about Colonel North and his 
activities remains disagreeably reminiscent of the 
follies of the 1960s and 1970s in Indochina. The . 
principal question many citizens of America's allied 
nations will continue to ask, having heard North's 
testimony, is how the workings of the American 
constitution permit an over-zealous service office of 
his rank--a rather alarming boy scout--to play plumber 
around the world, bendino i-Hp n<no« 
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West "The picture of ignorance...paintea oy tne top rioor 

German/; *&£ tne Reagan Administration nas fallen apart....Even 
if Oliver North aid not say tnat Reagan knew and 
. approved/ his testimony nas still damaged the 
President... 

"Washington has passed sentence: tne Presiaent nas 
ueen lamed politically/ ms popularity nas collapsed, 
if things go on like tms, he will sink into 
ooscur i ty.■ 

Italy "vne Marine's Self-Conrlaence Staggers* 

( Cornere aella Sera ) 

Leading centrist Corners aella Sera 's New York 
correspondent Renzo Cianranelli filed, 'Through the 
dissection of tne hypothesis ot a shaaow government, 
Liman intends to destroy tne castle of North's 
indestructible certainty..." 

■colonel Norcn's 'J'Accuse'* {La 
Repubollea ) 

A front-page article in leftist La Repubolica oy New 
York correspondent Enrico Franceschiru reaa, "For 
Colonel Nortn yesterday was a two-sideu day: in tne 
atternoon, pressed Dy Liman's questions.. .he trended; 
m the morning, in answering questions posed by George 
Van Cleve—the Repuoiican representative, that is, 
Reagan's party--he tounu tne going easier..." 

A separate report noted, "The Marine with tne icy blue 
eyes has conquered America. Even Reagan--who snowea 
indifference at the ueginmng — is now watching 
closely. . 

Israel 'Democracy at Work* (Israeli radio) 

Israeli radio's Washington correspondent Shimon 
Schiffer reported: 'After three days of testimony anu 
incessant attempts on the part of Congress Committee 
lawyers, Oliver Nortn still stiCKS to his version: 'I 
aid notning against the law.'...One of the problems 
with tins testimony is tnat North is relying on the 
dead, like the late CIA head William Casey." 

"Nortn Praises die's 'Bravery'" 

( oerasalem Post ) 

:ue iiueral Jerusalem Pose 's co r respondent javid,' 

Ma k ovs*/ tilea from wasnington: *in hu tmra day of 
testimony in tne Iran-contra neanngs, Oliver Nortn 
iauueu Israel ana parcicuiariy tne Prime Minister's 
adviser on terrotism, Amirarn Nir, tor playing key 
roles in tne caDture nr f - - 
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IRAN-CONTRA HEARINGS 


Summary 


Lt. Col. Oliver North's testimony during the week to the Senate- 
House Select Committee made headlines around the world. After 
the third day, many writers judged he was emerging as a new 
American hero, and that his account of his actions was highly 
damaging to the President and key men close to him. 

Typical headlines in Paris July 10 were: "Oliver North ’Super- 
star 1 " ( Figaro ), "North Makes a Hit" ( Quotidien ), "North, 
America's New Hero" ( Liberation ) and "North Turns America 
Around" ( Le Matin ). 

Rome's leftist La Repubblica remarked that "the Marine with 
the icy blue eyes has conquered America." And Geneva's 
centrist La Suisse insisted that "he is 'Rambo' timber." 

In the view of the independent Sydney Morning Herald : "In 
the public mind, there has been a dramatic sea-change as a 
result of North's three days of testimony... it is he who 
appears exemplary and Congress that is under scrutiny." 

Liberal Le Monde of Paris maintained that "no one can ignore 
that a vise is tightening around him (the President) and that 
Colonel North's testimony is destroying him." 

The pro-Christian Democrat Rheinische Post c* Duesseldorf held 
that "even if Oliver North did not say that Reagan knew and 
approved, his testimony has still damaged the *r^«ident." 

Several media observers compared the hearing to the Watergate 
affair, London's centrist Independent called it "the best 
theater since Nixon." 

In Guayaquil, the moderate Extra judged that "North's efforts, 
like those of Moscow, are noT signs of weakness but rather 
indications of authentic stupidity." 
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EUROPE 


BRITAIN 

"North Blames Congress for Scandal* 

These Veca^London headlines July 10: "North Assails Inter¬ 
rogators*" (Times) , "North Is Urged Not to Take All the Blame* 
( Guardian ), *North Denies He Has Confidant of Reagan...Personal 
Troubles for Reagan's Law Chief" ( Daily Telegraph ). "North 
Blames Congress for Scandal" ( Financial Times fand "Angry 
North Says He Is Proud of His Actions...Best Show in Town 
Since Tricky Dicky Called It Quits" ( Independent ). 

"Colonel Denies He Was a Confidant of Reagan" 

The conservative Daily Telegraph 's Washington correspondent 
Ian Brodie reported, l Lt. Col. Oliver North denied he was a 
confidant of President Reagan's yesterday in the course of 
an angry denunciation of Congress for its on-again, off-again 
support for the contras..." 

"Meese's Problems Gather Momentum" 


The paper's Washington staff pointed out, "The personal troubles 
of U.S. Attorney General Edwin Neese, an old friend of President 
Reagan, gathered momentum yesterday amid speculation that he' 
may soon be forced to step down... 

"Both inquiries (Wedtech and Iran) center on questions of 
ethics, and they come when the Reagan Administration can 
hardly afford to have its chief legal officer tied up in 
a complex defense of his actions..." 

How can Constitution Allow Over-Zealous Boy Scout to Take Over? 

An editorial in the Telegraph commented, "Patriotism is not 
enough. Much about Colonel North and his activities remains 
disagreeably reminiscent of the follies of the 1960s and 1970s 
in Indochina. 

"The principal question many citizens of America's allied 
nations will continue to ask, having heard North's testimony, 
is how-the workings of the American Constitution permit an 
over-zealous service officer of his rank—a rather alarming 
boy scout—to play plumber around the world, bending the 
pipes-of American foreign policy as fancy took him." 
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"A Box Office Hit" 


Washington correspondent Lionel Barber remarked in the 
independent Financial Times , "Colonel North may be the best 
rehearsed Congressional witness to appear on Capitol Hill since 
John Dean^ie the Watergate hearings. His natural television 
personality, cpfnmunicated in a melodramatic tone, has already 
turned him into a box office hit..." 

"North: A Problem for Reagan and Hill Republicans" 

The centrist Independent 1 s Washington correspondent Patrick 
Brogan said, "The town is obsessed with the Colonel. It’s the 
best theater since Nixon resigned... 

■This all poses a problem for President Reagan and the 
Republicans on the Committee. Colonel North is saying the 
things they want to hear about the contras and the evils of 
bureaucracy and the liberals in Congress. 

"But he also zealously and comprehensively incriminates all his * 
superiors in his every action. He has in effect called the 
Secretaries of State and Defense, the Attorney General and 
lesser officials of lying about their roles, and though he 
insists he never got a direct order from the President, fre is 
certain Mr. Reagan knew exactly what was going on. 

"So Committee Republicans...are faced with a frightful dilemma: 
either the Colonel is a hero and patriot, telling the truth-- 
which would show the entire Administration riddled with 
perjurers and incompetents--or else he is a pathological liar... 
which would mean all his political posturing was also quite 
unreliable..." 

"Greatest Show in Washington" 

BBC-TV 2's "Newsnight" July 9 ran Washington correspondent 
Gavin Esler's assessment that "Ollie North has not only become 
the greatest show here in Washington, but also the best known 
television performer across America... 

■Opinion polls say most Americans believe him, but that means 
accepting that the U.S. Government did have control over the 
profits of the Iranian arms sales which went to the contras; it 
also means believing in a conspiracy to break the law, and a 
high-level cover-up..." 
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FRANCE 

- -’Oliver North /Superstar 1 * 

Parisian headlines July 10 included: ’Oliver North 'Super- 
star'* ( Pigaro ), ’North Hakes a ait* ( Quotidlen ). ’North, 
America'a, N&vjBeto* ( Liberation ) and 'North Turns America 
Around’ (bejHatin), 

’Vise Tightens Around Reagan* 

Liberal Le Monde 's Washington correspondent Bernard Guetta said, 
’Reagan was smiling to people coming to hear him call in favor 
of his budget project, but no one can Ignore that a vise is 
tightening around him and that Colonel North's testimony is 
destroying him. 

’His revelations are extending the list of people who knew 
about his activities in leading circles and the longer the 
list, the more difficult it is to believe that the President 
was the only one not informed of the diversion of funds.” 

’Reagan's Desperate Attempts to Divert Attention Prom Show* 

Pro-Socialist Le Matin 's Washington correspondent Pascal 
Audigier wrote, ’While President Reagan is cautiously pro¬ 
tecting himself in the White House, North is facing alone 
the fire of Congressional questions... 

’Reagan is making desperate attempts to divert attention from 
the amazing show taking place on Capitol Hill....But the star 
is now the young officer who used to be in the shadow...' 

*A Hit on Television* 


According to conservative Figaro 's correspondent in Washington, 
Baudouin Bollaert, ’The colonel is making a hit on television 
....The turnabout is spectacular....Supported by his lawyer and 
the discreet presence of his wife Betsy, the former Marine has 
shown an extraordinary charisma...* 

*A Hero, a 'Superstar'* 

France-Inter radio stated, 'Oliver North 'superstar. 1 He 
is making a hit on television....Before the hearings he 
was considered a wild patriot; now he has become a hero.* 
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*A Two-Sided Day foe Nortn" 

A front-page article in leftist La Repubolica by New York 
correspondent Enrico Franceschini said, "^or Colonel North 
yesterday was 3 two-sided day: in the afternoon, pressed by 
Liman's questions...ne tremulea; in the morning, in answering 
questions posed by George Van Cleve--the Republican 
representative, that is, Reagan's party--he found the going 
easier.' 

'Tae Marine Has Conquered America" 

A separate report in the same paper noted, 'According to an ABC 
News poll, 70 percent of the TV audience think that the ex- 
Ramoo of the White House is defending himself marvelously 
....Sixty percent believe he is telling the truth, while trying 
to defend President Reagan... 

"The Marine with the icy blue eyes has conquered America. Even 
Reagan--who showed indifference at the beginning--is now 
watching closely..." 


SWITZERLAND 

"America Fascinated by North's Testimony" 

Among Swiss headlines July 10 were: "America Ridiculed Over 
Irangate Hearings" ( 24 Heures ), "Oliver North Counterattacks; 
Puts Congress on the Dock" ( Le Matin ), "North Inculpates Casey, 
Shultz, Meese and Israel" ( Tages-Anzeiger ) and "America 
Fascinated by North's Testimony; Radio and TV Bring It Live to 
Public" ( Per Bund J. 

Additional headlines read: "Is North Scapegoat or Instigator?" 
( Neue Zuercher Zeitung ) and "'Rambo' North Takes the 
Offensive...Accuses Congress" ( La Suisse ). 

"North Seems More Afraid of the Law Than of Abu Nidai" 


The report by Washington correspondent Yvette Janssens for 
centrist La Suisse observed, "Americans from all over the 
country are standing in line to occupy, in half-hour relays, 
the 14 seats at the Congressional hearings reserved for the 
puolic. 
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Daily Digest 


NORTH TESTIMONY —Foreign media comment 
generally agreed that Colonel North's 
testimony has 'harmed* President Reagan, 

Secretaries Shultz and Weinberger and 
Attorney General Meese. Writers also 
looked forward to Admiral Poindexter's 
turn before Congress, seen as 'much more 
important to the President's position.* 

BRITAIN: 'Reagan 'to Survive' Poindexter Testimony* 

London headlines today read: 'North Gets a Boost From Opinion 
Polls* (Times), 'Reagan 'to Survive' Poindexter Testimony' 
( Guardian ), *Reagan 'Not to Be Impeached'...Admiral's Vital 
Testimony to Follow North* ( Daily Telegraph ), 'White House 
Fears Further Iran-Contra Disclosures' ( Financial Times ) and 
'Poindexter Will Be Next Target in Iran Case* ( Independent ). 

'Poindexter Evidence Could Be 'Explosive' for Reagan* 

According to the centrist Independent 'a Washington corre¬ 
spondent Alexander Chancellor, Lt. Col. Oliver North's 
mesmeric performance as a witness in the Iran-contra affair has 
greatly enhanced his own standing with the American public, but 
has also aggravated the problems of the President he claims to 
revere... 

'Admiral Poindexter's testimony is unlikely to rival the 
Colonel's as theater, for he is hardly a charismatic figure. 
But, since the death earlier this year of former CIA Director 
William Casey, the Admiral is the only person with intimate 
knowledge of the Iran-contra operations who regularly saw the 
President... 

'Unlike Colonel North, the Admiral has already been extensively 
questioned'in private, and leaks from the Congressional com¬ 
mittees have suggested that his evidence could be 'explosive'-— 
in what it reveals about the President's knowledge...* 

Polls Show Americans Believe North 


The conservative Times' Washington correspondent Michael Binyon 
filed, * Lt. Col. Oliver North resumes his extraordinary 
Congressional testimony today, buoyed by opinion polls showing 
that more than twice as many Americans believe he rather 'than 
President Reagan is telling the truth... 
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■Today is likely to be the Colonel’s last day on the stand. 
Tomorrow, Admiral Poindexter begins testifying. This is now 
considered immeasurably more important after Colonel North's 
assertions that he kept Admiral Poindexter informed at each 
stage,-ang ihe Admiral's reported remark last November that Mr. 
Reagan hever knew of the diversion of proceeds.* 

WEST GERMANY: ’North: For Reagan, a Highly Welcome Success* 

Bonn's conservative Die Welt commented editorially, ’During 
these four days North gave a more convincing rendition of (U.S. 
Nicaragua policy) than any politician before him, including the 
'great communicator' Reagan... 

•For Ronald Reagan, North's testimony was an unexpected but 
highly welcome success. In the past four days North has 
willingly and courageously played the role of scapegoat...’ 

’Casey Will Have to Bear Responsibility for Iran-Contra’ 

Left-of-center news magazine Per Spiegel said, ’According to 
the view held by many members of Congress, it will probably 
never come out whether Reagan personally approved the diversion 
of funds to the contras. The majority no longer believes that 
Poindexter's questioning will result in a clear answer. 

■This makes clear that deceased CIA Director Casey will have to 
bear the main responsibility for the Iran-contra scandal at the 
conclusion of the Congressional investigations...* 

The Collapse of the Constitution? 

An editorial in liberal Hamburger Morgenpost observed, 
■Applauded by a blind and gullible public openly admiring lies 
and illegality and brainwashed by a rigid film culture, which 
will even allow the worst criminal to pose as a hero, the 
United States is experiencing the collapse of its Constitu¬ 
tion. After that, the President will be allowed to do just 
anything...* 

ITALY; ’Ollie Is More Credible Than Ron* 

These were Italian headlines today and over the weekend: 
’Inouye: 'We Still Don't Have Elements for Reagan's 

Impeachment'...Courage, Marine North, America Is With You’ 
(Corriere della Sera), ’America Sides With North Now’ (La 
Stampa ),' , Coloner Superstar* ( La Repubblica ), ’Ollie Is Mote 
Credible Than Ron* ( II Messaggero ) and ’'inouye: 'Here Is 
Evidence; Reagan Is Guilty" ( Stampa Sera ). 
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"The Irangate Incident was nothing more than a political 
dispute, but it was soon grossly exaggerated to such 
proportions that it now affects the Administration and 
policy^f arny^lation of the United States...* 

•The media are tp blame for the undue publicity accorded the 
covert arms deal with Iran...* 

•Responsibility on the One Who Was Elected* 

The pro-PRC Tin Tin Daily said, "After the four-day hearings of 
Lt.-Col. North, the analysts of Washington pointed out: (1) 
based on what North had said, there are enough reasons to 
'assume 1 that the transfer of proceeds to the contras had 
received tacit or non-tacit approval from the president, (2) 
Under the U.S. Government system, it is concluded that there is 
no other person except the President who can approve the 
actions of North. 

•North refused to answer some of the questions....Analysts 
concluded that the responsibility has clearly fallen on the one 
who was elected by the Americans, not the Marine 
lieutenant-colonel...* 

SOUTH KOREA: "Final Phase* 

Independent Hankook Ilbo on Saturday ran the report of a 
correspondent That w with the testimony of Lt. Col. North before 
Congress, the so-called Iran-contra scandal seemed to have 
entered the final phase. 

■Since col. North did not clearly mention President Reagan's 
advance knowledge of the diversion of the arms sale profits, 
the President has won immunity from responsibility for the 
Iran-Contra affair. 

"Even though he has become free from political responsibility 
for the affair, however, the affair will remain a political 
burden for him during his tenure in office.* 

THAILAND: "Scandal Just Getting Into High Gear* 

The independent Nation said, "The Iran-contra arms scandal is 
just getting into high gear and former aide...Lt. Col. Oliver 
North ha-s started to throw many a spanner into the 
investigation... 

"North, of course, according to the Democratic Congress, is 
small fry while it is mainly after the President..." 
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NORTH TESTIMONY --Some reports abroad saw 
President Reagan and the contra cause as 
benefitting from Colonel North's "enormous 
popularity," Others judged that the former 
* White House aide's testimony and Admiral 
Poindexter's upcoming appearance could spell 
"trouble" for Mr. Reagan and other high- 
level officials in the Administration. 

BRITAIN: "Reagan Denies Poindexter Briefed Him on Arms Cash" 

London dailies headlined today: "Irangate Fund Short-Term, 

Says North" ( Daily Telegraph ), "North Confirms British Link 
With Irangate 1 ( Guardian ), *White House Denies Reagan Briefed 
on Covert Arms Profits. ..Poindexter Set to Take the Stand" 
( Financial Times ), "Congress Tries to Stem the 'Olliemania' 

Tide...Reagan Denies Poindexter Briefed Him on Arms Cash...The 
Knives Are Out for Poindexter" ( Independent ). 

"White House Indignantly Denies Poindexter Briefed Reagan" 

The liberal Guardian 's Washington correspondent Michael White 
reported, "The white House was stampeded yesterday into 
indignantly denying that President Reagan was briefed by 
Admiral Poindexter about the diversion of Iranian arms profits 
to the contras even before the former National Security Adviser 
has actually testified on the crucial point. 

"In jittery contrast to last week's posture of detached 
composure in the face of whatever Admiral Poindexter or Colonel 
North might tell the Congressional inquiry, the Presidential 
spokesman, Mr. Marlin Fitzwater, issued a pre-emptive denial..," 

"Drama in Washington Tells Us Something About U.S. Democracy" 

An editorial in the conservative Time s commented, "The drama in 
Washington...touches on issues, all-important for the peace of 
the world and the survival of the our freedoms, about how to 
counter terrorism. 

"It poses grim questions about how a nation can engage in what 
are necessarily covert operations within the framework of a 
free Western society. It is also bringing to light serious 
flaws in the White House's machinery of government. 

"But it is worth noting, too, that it tells us something about 
the nature of a democratic system which is part of the United 
States' great strength." 
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SOVIET UNION: "North Testimony to Congress" 

Moscow TASS was reported today as having run this byliner's 
view last Thursday: 'The most important result of North's 
two-da^ testimony is undoubtedly the fact that it is completely 
obvious^ official leaders of U.S. foreign policy constantly 

knew very well all about his actions, 

•High-ranking representatives of the Administration including 
Presidential assistants McFarlane and then Poindexter, let 
alone Casey, the CIA Director, knew his every step. Secretary 
of State Shultz was also sufficiently well informed on the 
essence of the operations conducted by North and his personal 
role in them... 

■(North) is now rather clumsily trying to prove that he does 
not know whether President Reagan was informed about his 
actions...* 

AUSTRALIA: "Iran Caper Badly Judged, Appallingly Executed* 

The independent Australian Financial Review , in an editorial 
today, called it "disturbing" thaTt the Iran-contra affair "has- 
either stimulated or coincided with a truly drastic decline in 
the authority of the U.S. Presidency just when there are vast 
changes taking place in the structure of the world economy and 
in the administration of the Soviet Union... 

■The Iran-contra caper was badly judged and appallingly 
executed. It will be a major tragedy if the incompetence of an 
American Congressional committee or the cheap chauvinism of a 
gaudy Marine fail to make this plain to the American nation.* 

* "American- 

The independent, English-language Sun 's editorial depicted the 
North testimony as *a demonstration of the people's right to 
know what has been done in their name by their leaders... 

•Even Mikhail Gorbachev may agree it's an example of true 
democratic 'glasnost. 1 ...* 

ISRAEL: "Peres: North Was Scapegoat for Everyone* 

The liberal Jerusalem Post reported under the above headline, 
■Foreign Minister Peres said yesterday 'everyone involved in 
the Iran-contra affair knew more than they admitted to knowing 
about the transfer of funds to the contras, and attempted to 
lay the blame on Lt. Col. Oliver North... 
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"Deeply Disquieting foe the Rest of the World" 

Conservative Journal de Geneve 's editorial said, "The fault is 
not so;much North's as that of: the people above him, right up 
to the-President himself.... North recognized that there was a 
power vacuum, and he filled it enthusiastically in the can-do 
spirit.'of the good, fighting Marine. The tragedy is that this 
series of fits and starts, this mixture of slackness and 
individual initiative, served as the foreign policy of the 
world's major power and the leader of the West. 

"The moral and political consequences of Irangate are largely a 
domestic American matter. But the lack of a real foreign 
policy that they reveal is deeply disquieting for the rest of 
the world." 

SPAIN: "North Has Finished Off With the Administration" 

Barcelona's centrist La Vanguardia ran Washington correspondent 
Rafael Ramos* report under the headline "North Convinces 
America of His Innocence and Makes His Superiors Responsible 
for Irangate." It said, "North, without wanting, has finished_ 
off with the Administration, involving more than before the 
highest officials of the country, including President Reagan... ." 

PORTUGAL: "Reagan Profits From Sympathy for North" 

Yesterday*s leading independent Diario de Noticias concluded, 

"No matter what happens in the inquest, and apparently regard¬ 
less of the possible implications of North’s testimony...Reagan 
profits from the sympathy surrounding the 'witness.' In fact. 
North's charm has managed to reverse the game in such a way 
that attention now seems to be focused on the methods used by 
the committee..." 

NORWAY: A Growing Wariness in Future of Undercover Operations? 

According to Oslo's conservative Aftenposten , writing yesterday 
on the "encouraging" nature of the hearings, "More than any 
other nation, the Americans have a convincing ability to 
correct themselves, to brutally point out weak points and make 
unsentimental changes. 

"We have every reason to believe that the result this time will 
be a President who is stopped from making more mistakes in his 
last one-and-a-half years in office—and a growing wariness in 
the future of undercover operations carried out by political 
fanatics." - 
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IRAN-CONTRA HEARINGS —Foreign media looked 
forwacd to Admiral Poindexter's appear¬ 
ance and what light it could shed on Pres¬ 
ident Reagan's responsibility. Writers also 
focused on the discrepancies between the 
North and McParlane testimonies and on Mr. 

Reagan's reaction to the hearings. 

BRITAIN: * You Won't Shut Me Up, Reagan Tells Critics* 

Among London headlines today were: 'North Tells of $1 Million 
Bribe Offer* (Times), "North's Testimony Disowned by His 
Ex-Boss...White House Raises Stakes in Bid for Contra Aid* 
(Guardian), 'You Won't Shut Me Up, Reagan Tells Critics* ( Daily 
Teleqraph), *McFarlane Hits at North Claims* ( Financial Times ) 
and *North Bows Out a Subversive Hero...Reagan Says He'll 
'Yell' for More Contra Aid* ( Independent ). 

"McFarlane Gave Boost to Administration" 

The independent Financial Times ' Washington staff reported, 

’Mr. Robert McFarlane...last night disputed key elements in the 
testimony of Lt. Col. North... 

■Mr. McFarlane in effect gave a boost to the Administration by 
reviving the impression of Colonel North as an officer acting 
to some extent on his own initiative...* 

'White House High-Risk Strategy on Contra Aid* 

Washington correspondent Michael White said in the liberal 
Guardian, *The White House is planning a high-risk strategy of 
cashing in on Colonel North's stirring accounts of the 
communist threat to Central America, by trying to increase aid 
to the Nicaraguan contra rebellion—probably doubling it during 
President Reagan's last 18 months in office to $300 million... 

• 

■The irony of th* move is that many right-wingers have long 
shared Colonel North's stated belief that Mr. Reagan should 
have done what the Marine has now done—confront Congress 
head-on over the policy...* 

'Reagan Announces: 'You Won't Be Able to Shut Me Up'* 

The conservative Daily Telegraph 's Washington correspondent 
Hugh Davies observed, 'President Reagan, obviously irritated by 
suggestions from the Irangate committee that he has lied, 
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VENEZUELA: 'President Ollie" 

Under .the headline "President Ollie," a columnist wrote in 
yesterday's centrist Diario de Caracas , "Simple answers to 
complex realities plus the magic of television are the perfect 
mix to' forge heroes in the United States. It does not matter 
that the testimony of North gives a cold shoulder to the 
uncomfortable mechanisms of democracy and shows a certain 
inclination by the executive head of the White House to say one 
thing in public and do another in private... 

"If an actor who interprets the role of hero in the movies can 
become President of the republic, why can't it be done by a 
hero from real life?..." 

HONDURAS: "Paradox of a Nation That Wants to Lead" 

Tegucigalpa's conservative La Prensa stated in an editorial 
Monday, "North has been consistent in his objectives and 
responsibilities. This has made him a star. From the accused 
he could turn into the accuser, from the villain to the hero. - 

"This is one of the paradoxes of a nation that wants to lead-, 
but now--tangled up in its own web—does not know how to face 
the serious problems its rivals will not hesitate to take 
advantage of to further their own interest." 

MEXICO: "Missing: Determining Reagan's Responsibility" 

Leftist, nationalist Unomasuno carried an editorial yesterday 
saying, "It is possible to make a preliminary assessment of the 
results and effects of North's dramatic statements. 

"No doubt there were violations of the law, otherwise there 
would not be an explanation to the secret arms sale and the 
assistance to the anti-Sandinista rebels. What is missing is 
to determine President Reagan's responsibility, which will be 
known once 'former National Security Adviser Poindexter 
testifies.,." 

SENEGAL: "It Is a Shame That North Attacks the Congress" 

Saturday's semi-official Le Soleil carried an editorial which 
praised the strength of the American system and condemned 
Colonel North's attack on Congress. 

It said that "by his revelations North is hurting others more 
than himself... 
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"It is a shame that today he attacks the Congress, the American 
institution that acts as a true guarantor of a democracy in 
danger* and whose only sin is having a democratic majority... 
Some hero!" 


NIGERIA: "North's Contingency Plans to Suspend Constitution" 


Kwara state-owned The Herald , as reported in a ptess roundup 
yesterday, wrote: "So Former White House aide, Lt. Col. Oliver 
North, dre^r up contingency plans to suspend the U.S. consti¬ 
tution and impose martial law in the event of widespread 
opposition to a U.S. invasion abroad? 


"Those who refused to acknowledge the grave danger of the U.S. 
invasion of Libya...last year must now begin to do a rethink¬ 
ing." 


IRAN-CONTRA HEARINGS 


Britain "McFarlane Hits at North Claims" 

( Financial Times ) 

The independent Financial Times ' Washington staff 
reported today, ‘Mr. RobertT McFarlane...last night 
disputed key elements in the testimony of Lt. Col. 
North... 

"Mr. McFarlane in effect gave a boost to the 
Administration by reviving the impression of Colonel 
North as an officer acting to some extent on his own 
initiative..." 

_^ "White House Raises Stakes in Bid for 

Contra Aid" ( Guardian ) 

Washington correspondent Michael White said in the 
liberal Guardian , "The White House is planning a 
high-risk strategy of cashing in on Colonel North's 
stirring accounts of the Communist threat to Central 
America, by trying to increase aid to the Nicaraguan 
contra rebellion--probably doubling it during 
President Reagan's last 18 months in office to $300 
• million... 

"The irony of the move is that many rightwingers have 
long shared Colonel North's stated belief that Mr. 
Reagan should have done what the Marine has now done 
--confront Congress head-on over the policy..." 

"You Won't Shut Me Up, Reagan Tells 
Critics" ( Daily Telegraph ) 

The conservative Daily Telegraph 's Washington 
correspondent Hugh Davies observed, "President Reagan, 
obviously irritated by suggestions from the Irangate 
committee that he has lied, announced yesterday that 
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SWEDEN: Congressmen Too Concerned With Saving Their Own Skins? 

Stockholm's liberal Dagens Nyheter ran this editorial view: 
•People may realize that it is not only wild CIA plans to get 
around congressional control which have been revealed. North 
is pushing the responsibility for what happened upward. 

•This is not to say that Ronald Reagan will ever personally be 
put in a hopelessly compromising position. Pew Americans 
believe that the President or Oliver North have told the truth 
in the Iran-contra affair, but many are reacting to the fact 
that Congress is clamping down on the White House. And this 
sad affair will not end well if Congressmen become too 
concerned with saving their own skins." 

DENMARK: "Reagan Has the Political Responsibility* 

An editorial in left-of-center Politiken commented, "Now 
Poindexter remains as the principal witness in the affair. * It 
is difficult to see how he may have any other options but to 
point to Reagan or to personally assume the entire part of the 
responsibility that he cannot assign to Casey. 

"But regardless of what happens, Reagan has the political 
responsibility for both the scandal and for the many dubious 
attempts to evade this responsibility.* 

IRELAND: Why Did Reagan Not Know? 

In the view of the conservative Cork Examiner , "Surely the 
whole point about the Irangate affair is not so much whether 
President Reagan knew or not, but if he did not, why not? 
Presidential responsibility is not something that can be 
shrugged off by pleading ignorance, even though ft is early 
days yet to come to any such conclusion." 

TURKEY: "Bold Thief" 

« 

Yesterday's independent Hurriyet published a byliner's opinion 
under the above headline saying, "The present day American 
public seems to have found the new 'national hero,' whose 
absence was felt for a-long time....Lt. Col. North is rising 
from the witness chair as the person answering the average 
American's search for a strong, effective, outspoken, and 
'decent' leader." 
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FRANCE; "McFarlane Unable to Compete With Brilliant Colonel" 

According to France-Inter radio, "McFarlane was unable to 
compete with the brilliant Colonel.... No, decidedly, he cannot 
be a star in this series—since the issue is a real series-- 
which is replacing the soap operas or sort of stupid games 
which are the daily distraction of the U.S. housewife. 

•U.S. strategic interests are likely suffering in the short run 
but it is always impressive to note the intensity of the debate 
on the importance of the Constitution and of the force of laws 
in this country." 

"Poindexter Testimony Will Be Very Important* 

Parisian headlines included: *011ie, the U.S. Hero* (France- 
Soir ), "Poindexter Testimony Will Be Very Important* ( Figaro ) 
and 'Reagan Not Cleared Yet" ( Parisien ). 

"North Incarnates the American Dream* 


Mass-appeal France-Soir ran this report by Judith Weiner in New 
York, "Since the assassination of John Kennedy, America was 
looking for a hero. It found it unexpectedly in the person of 
Lieutenant Colonel North, a Vietnam veteran and the key man of 
Irangate... 

■Oliver North incarnates the American dream.* 

■Poindexter Can Tell: Did He Inform Reagan?* 

Conservative Figaro 's New York correspondent Jean-Louis Turlin 
filed, "Poindexter is the only one who can answer the key 
question of the affair: did he or didn't he inform the Pres¬ 
ident of the diversion of funds to the contras? If he did, did 
the President support the plan?... 

"As to President Reagan, he showed in leaving for a campaign 
tour that he’is rtot afraid of this testimony either.* 

ITALY: "McFarlane Says North Is Lying* 

Today's dailies in Italy headlined: "North, a Triumphant 
Farewell* ( La Stamps ), "North Wins Hands Down in Congress With 
Show on Contras’ ( II Messaggero ), *Reagan: 'I Will Speak Up 
When Everything Is Over'* ( II Giornale ), *Irangate, Reagan 
Smiles Now* ( II Tempo ) and "McFarlane Says North Is Lying" 
(Avanti). 
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"First Blow Dealt to Oilier Patriotic Truth* 


Enrico Franceschini's report from New York in leftist La 
Repubblica read, "The patriotic truth presented by 'Rambo' 
Ollie.7.was dealt the first heavy blow yesterday: McFarlane 
♦..fully denied that North was acting with his approval in the 
secret negotiations to sell weapons to Iran and send funds to 
the contras.•.• 

"Reagan Cherishing North’s Popularity" 

Washington correspondent Ennio Caretto wrote in centrist La 
Stampa, "North’s departure was almost triumphal and was only 
partially spoiled by McFarlane's contradiction of his story... 

■Reagan, who is regaining his self-confidence, is cherishing 
North’s popularity. In a meeting at the White House with 
Congressional leaders, he reiterated his noninvolvement in 
Irangate and informed them that ’when the inquiry is over, 
nobody will be able to shut me up.H.. 

"The two hottest weeks for the Reagan Administration...are 
likely to conclude with less damage than was expected..." 

"White House Delighted to Exploit Wave of Sympathy for North" 

Roberto Pesenti observed from New York in Rome's centrist II 
Messaggero , "With a surprise propaganda move, Colonel North 
turned ther^last day of his testimony... into a national public 
relations campaign for the contras*.• 

"The White House was delighted to exploit the wave of sympathy 
for the Colonel and his crusade. President Reagan immediately 
relaunched his policy of support for the anti-Sandinistas..." 

SWITZERLAND: "North Has Done More for the Contras’ Cause" 

Center-rigjit Journal de Geneve ’s report said, "Not only has 
North managed ta,put in a ’firebreak* to protect the President, 
but he has done more for the contras' cause than any number of 
speeches by Administration figures. 

•North and Poindexter...are totally different personalities.... 
The latter won't be able to make the impression on the 
investigators that North has..." 
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"A Transparent and Pitiful Moral Screen* 

Renzo Cianfanelli 1 s dispatch from New York on the front page of 
leading centrist Corriere della Sera referred to the arms-for- 
hostages testimony and said, 1 wTt"h Poindexter's testimony... the 
excuse of amnesia, insisted upon by the White House, is reduced 
to just a moral screen which is transparent and pitiful..." 

"Absolution Because of Lack of Evidence" 

Leftist La Repubblica 1 s Washington correspondent Vittorio 
Zucconi held, ¥ The price Reagan had to pay for his safety is 
not a small one... 

"North and Poindexter saved the President's legal position but 
damaged his political position. The final defense in which 
Reagan took refuge is really an absolution because of a lack of 
evidence... 

"We don't know what Reagan remembers or has forgotten. We only 
know that we don't know..." 

"Poindexter Destroyed the Myth of Reaganism" 

Ennio Caretto judged from Washington in centrist La Stampa , 
■Poindexter cleared Reagan and the nightmare of a second 
Watergate is coming to an end... — 

‘While Reagan and Reaganism are absolved from legal respon¬ 
sibility in the Iran-contra affair, the same is not true for 
their political responsibility. Even though there is no new 
development...the President will not succeed in regaining the 
credibility he has lost. Yesterday, the ex-NSC Adviser 
destroyed the myth of Reaganism..." 

"Reagan Is Safe" 

In the opinion of Washington correspondent Alberto Pasolini 
Zanelli in leading conservative II Giornale , "Ronald Reagan is 
safe from- a legal, constitutional and judicial point of view. 
There will not be another Watergate and nobody is even thinking 
about impeachment any more...* 

"President Is Coming Out Battered" 

A front-page summary in Rome's centrist II Tempo said, ^The 
U.S. President, even though he succeeded in avoiding the' ghost 
of impeachment, is coming out battered from an affair which is 
not over yet and which is still full of unanswered questions..." 
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"It is important to follow closely the developments of this 
investigation because it represents a lesson of practice or 
democracy.* 

NICARAGUA: "Poindexter Saves Reagan From Being Tried" 

Pro-Sandinista El Nuevo Diario front-paged this deadline, 
■Poindexter Takes the blame, 1 adding tnat the Admiral had taken 
the blame "in order to save the top villain" and that "with his 
mea culpa, Poinaexter saves Reagan from being tried." 

ZAMBIA: Headline Treatment 

In a front page lead, today's Government-owned Zambia Daily 
Mail heaulined "I Snielued Reagan, Says Poindexter/ wruie the 
ruling UNI Party's Tunes of Zambia headlined "Reagan Is Safe in 
Seat." 


POINDEXTER TESTIMONY 


Italy 


Israel 


•Reagan Has Overcome Storm, He 
Now" ( Corriere della Sera ) 

"America: Enough of Irangate" 

"Who Is in Charge at the White 
1 1 Unita ) 

•Credibility Open to Question" 
"Charisma^ and Long-Lashed Blue 


Blames It on Poindexter 

( La Stampa ) ~ 

House?" (Communist 

( Yediot Aharonot ) 

Eyes" ( Maariv ) 


THE NUB 


Today's foreign reports described Admiral 
Poindexter's testimony as having "taken 
the sting from the scandal," though most 
agreed that "a long time will be necessary 
to repair the damages caused to the cred¬ 
ibility of the President." 
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ISRAEL"Reagan's Credibility Open to Question* 

Conservative Yedlot Aharonot 's Washington correspondent Erol 
Guiney wrote, "Following Admiral Poindexter's testimony^ 
President Reagan no longer faces the danger of impeachment. 
However, Poindexter's testimony corroborated the impression 
that Reagan did not tell the truth on several important 
points: the role of the White House staff in assisting the 
contras and the objective of Israel's arms sales to Iran... 

"The President's credibility therefore remains an open 
question,* 

"Charisma and Long-Lashed Blue Eyes* 

Middle-of-the-road Maariv's Washington correspondent filed, 
"North is, among other things, a master liar. By putting in 
motion a dubious policy of his own, he managed to do incredible 
harm to his country's prestige.,, 

“His charm and eloquence did not impress the Iranian officials 
he dealt with: Washington-Tehran relations did not improve, 
most of the American hostages were not released (and new ones 
were taken), and the contras have not accomplished much. It is 
depressing to see so many citizens of this great nation succumb 
to the charms of a man who has only charisma and long-lashed 
blue eyes to go for him." 

MEXICO: "What Has Happened to the Government's Credibility* 

Yesterday's leftist, nationalistic Excelsior ran an editorial 
sayinj, "Poindexter chose to assume responsibility for the 
illegal diversion of funds to the Nicaraguan counterrevolution¬ 
aries. The political purpose...was to protect President 
Reagan... 

"What has happened to the Government's credibility and its 
respect for Congress and legality?" 




According to independent^ nationalistic Jornal de Brasilia , 
"Even if'it is proved that the'President lied to the nation, 
Reagan is already .enjoying a sort of popular amnesty. Public 
opinion polls show that a great number of Americans believe 
that the President lied, but they also think that his fault is 
justifiable. 
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•Aware of the almost irreparable damage suffered by 
ms credibility. . .President Reagan has started his 
counteroffensive, announcing measures aimed at 
preventing the National Security Council in'tne future 
trom mdmg tne truth to congress, ana preparing a 
speech to the nation in which he will try to 
capitalize on Colonel Nortn's success..." 

"Who Is in Charge at the White House?" 

(Communist 1 1 Lfnita ) 

In the opinion of Communist 1 ’Unita , "Poindexters 
testimony is like a doubie-eaged sword tor Reagan. By 
claiming chat ne deliberately kept the President in 
the uark on tne diversion of Iranian payments to the 
contras, Admiral Poindexter cleared him on the point 
wmcn could have led to ms impeachment. However, h£ 
created a nornet's nest on tne subject of wno governs 
the country. Even the White House now asserts tnat it 
was a 'disservice. 1 " 

"Credibility Open to Question" ( Yediot 

Aharonot) 


Conservative Yediot Anaronot ’s Wasnington corre¬ 
spondent Erol Guiney wrote, "Following Admiral 
Poindexter’s testimony, President Reagan no longer 
races the danger of impeachment. However, 

Poindexter's testimony corroborated the impression 
tnat Reagan did not tell the truth on several 
important points: the role of the Unite House statf 
in assisting the contras and tne objective of Israel's 
arms sales to Iran.. . 

"ihe President's credibility therefore remains an open 
question." 


"Charisma and Long-Lashed Blue Eyes" 

( Maariv ) 

Middle-of-tne-road Maariv 's Washington correspondent 
tileu, "Nortn is, among other tnings, a master liar. 
By putting in motion a dubious policy or ms own, he 
managed to ao incredible uarm to his country's 
prestige... 


"His charm and eloquence did not impress the Iranian 
otnciais ne aeait witn: Washington-Tenran relations 
did not improve, most of the American hostages were 
not released (and new ones were taken), and the 
contras nave not accomplished much. 
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•Good News for Gorbachev" ( Frankfurter 

Ailgemeine ) 

Conservative Frankfurter Ailgemeine 1 s editorial saia, 
"Tne fact that the supreme commander knew nothing 
aoout significant decisions on government policies or 
tnat ne was deliberately kept ignorant of what was 
going on, is good news for Goroachev. On the domestic 
tront, tne still popular Reagan will survive the 
3ftermatn of tne affair,.." 

■Reagan's Leadership" ( Stuttgarter Zeitung ) 

An editorial in liberal Stuttgarter Zeitung wondered, 
"What type of leadership is tms when it is 
delioerately kept ignorant aoout far-reaching 
activities in a sensitive area? What type of 
leadership is tms that apparently tolerates a 
mentality which shows little regard for democratic 
control and puts priority on pushing through a 
predetermined political course?... 

"Can a leading Western power afford such a style of 
leadership in the long term? Gorbachev's ennanced 
image particularly in the FRG and Reagan's decline in 
tne puDiic image should make us stop and think about 
this ." 


•Reagan Has overcome Storm, He Blames It 
on Poindexter Now" ( Cornere della Sera ) 

Kenzo Cianfanelli tiled from New York in leading 
centrist Cornere della Sera , "Ronald Reagan has 
perhaps overcome the main oostacle. Thanks to tne 
astute move of Admiral Poindexter... the President can 
heave a big sigh of relief... 

"As everybody knows, however, gratitude has very snort 
roots in politics....While Poinaexter was doing his 
best to save the President... the President was 
attacking and blaming him tnrough his spokesman..." 

"America: Enough of Irangate" ( La Stampa j 

Washington correspondent Ennio Caretto noted in 
centrist La Stampa , "Reagan is safe; Reagamsm has 
died; America is sick and tired and North is its 
king... 




776 


Friday, July 17, 1987 


NORWAY: "Essential Difference" Between U.S., USSR 

Conservative Aftenposten of Oslo noted, "(North’s) actions have 
harmed the U.S"I reputation abroad. But the American superpower 
has a political system which ruthlessly swoops down on citizens 
of his kind. The Soviet superpower closed the doors when the 
people responsible for the Chernobyl accident are taken to 
court, ' 

■The TV thriller with North in the lead points out this 
essential difference," 


SPAIN: "Reagan: Not an Effective President for Nine Months" 

A correspondent's dispatch in Barcelona’s leading centrist La 
Vanguardia read, "The President has avoided the humiliation of 
having to abandon power,,.as the result of an impeachment, but 
little more. In fact, he has not been an effective President 
for nine months, he has lost a good part of his credibility, and 
leadership capacity and he is simply... waiting for the 
Presidential elections to take place..." 

PORTUGAL: "Administration Will Have Difficulty Recovering" 

Lisbon's leading independent Diario de Noticias said, 
•Poindexter's remarks have revealed the contradiction between 
the words and the deeds of both the Government and the 
President of the United States, contributing to a rapid loss of 
domestic and foreign credibility... 

"Whatever the result of the Irangate case, the Administration 
will have difficulty fully recovering." 

HONG KONG: "Reagan and His Scapegoats" 

The pco-PRC New Evening Post 1 s commentary, headlined as above, 
asked today, "Did (Poindexter) make up the story in order to 
protect Reagan? Absolutely probable... 

"The President always becomes muddle-headed at the key moment 
of the key issue. Is he really that muddle-headed?" 

SINGAPORE: "President Must Act to Restore His Credibility" 

An editorial in the English-language Straits Times said, "The 
melodrama is far from over....But President Reagan should not 
wait for the hearings to run their course or for the dust to 
settle before acting to restore his credibility, to shfcw that 
the buck does stop with him... 
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Britain "Inaction Man Catches the Fall-Out From 

North's Star" ( Sunday Times ) 

The conservative Sunday Times ' correspondent in 
Washington, Will Ellsworth-Jones, reported yesterday, 
"The two men are different characters, but the effect 
of their testimony over the past two weeks has been 
much the same: to paint such a devastating picuture 
of the White House that Ronald Reagan will spend his 
last 18 months in office more as a ceremonial monarch 
than a powerful President. 

"The main difference between the two men's testimony 
is that North at least helped his own cause? 

Poindexter helped neither himself nor the President... 

"'Fuzzy' Admiral Produces Lots of Smoke 
but No Fire" and "Pious Rhetoric of the 
Irangate Lynch Mob" ( Sunday Telegraph ) 

In the view of the conservative Sunday Telegraph 's 
Washington correspondent David Blundy, "The Admiral, 
whose bland testimony has lulled a nation to sleep and 
taken the hearings off two of the three major U.S. 
television networks, quietly defused the bomb ticking 
under the President which could have led to his 
impeachment. 

"It was a temporary lull.... Although Poindexter 
confirmed what Reagan has been saying for months, the 
opinion polls showed that two-thirds of the U.S. 

- people think Poindexter is still covering up for the 
-Administration and the President and three-fifths 
think Reagan is not telling the truth..." 
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"Such-a situation remains quiescent when strong presidents are 
in power, but that isn't the case today. The result has been 
to make.U.S. foreign policy increasingly dependent on a 
domestic policy which is always on shifting sand...* 

YUGOSLAVIA: Xrangate Stalling Euromissiles Agreement? 

Belgrade's Politika on Friday featured this byliner's 
commentary on the hearings, - There had been a conviction that 
agreement on Euromissiles would be made soon and that Gorbachev 
would be Reagan's guest before 1987 ends. That has not been 
eliminated as a possibility, but there is an air of stalling 
due to Irangate." 

SOUTH KOREA: "Problems and Doubts Remain* 

Conservative Chosun Ilbo headlined Washington correspondent 
Byun Yong-shik's dispatch Saturday "President Reagan Avoids 
Dishonorable Discharge Crisis.* The correspondent noted, 
•President Reagan seems to have gotten out of the political- 
crisis caused by the Iran-contra affair, thanks to Poindexter's 
faithful and advantageous testimony... 

■Even though the President did not know about the diversion, 
the Iran-contra affair left many problems and doubts. This is 
because one cannot help but doubt whether Casey really did not 
report to the President, considering the friendly relationship 
between him and President Reagan.* 

HONG KONG: "Mistakes Which American People Can Forgive" 

Today's editorial in the independent Ming Pao Daily News 
concluded, *(The witnesses') testimonies all seem to point to 
the following conclusion: Reagan was just a little 'senile* 
and 'negligent' in supervising his subordinates. He 
'miscalculated* the results of his covert missions and became 
'forgetful' when pressed to untangle the whole mess. These are 
mistakes which the American people can forgive...* 

PHILIPPINES: "It Matters Little Will of People Was Subverted* 

A columnist wrote in Saturday's anti-Aquino Manila Standard , 

"It is easy for those involved in the Iranscam to justify their 
actions. 'Higher' causes can be found to excuse manipulation 
of socio-political processes... 

■It matters little that the will of the American people was 
subverted in the process, nor that the very spirit of 
democracy...was destroyed. .. .But the point has been made, the 
righteous consider themselves a law and a power unto 
themselves." 
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ITALY: "Reagan, the Magic Is Over* - 

Centrist Corriere della Sera 1 s -lead editor-ia4r^-headlined as 
above, judged today, J The' legal crisis (for President Reagan) 
is over; the threat of an impeachment has vanished; Reagan will 
be able to govern for the remaining 18 months of his mandate. 

■However, under what conditions? Even if the legal crisis is 
over, the psychological crisis remains open and, furthermore, 
it seems to have become more serious..." 

DENMARK: USSR Might Profit From U.S. Democratic Courage 

According to Copenhagen's tabloid B.T. over the weekend, 'The 
White House does net stink as it did during Nixon's Presidency. 
But the Congressional hearings have still been painful for the 
Reagan Administration because they revealed to the entire world 
that the 77-year-old President is not always aware of what goes 
on around him. 

■But more than anything, the affair has confirmed the U.S. 
courage with regard to castigating people who do not respect 
the rules of democracy... 

■A certain other superpower which is currently busy introducing 
'glasnost' might profit from borrowing just a tiny fraction of 
the American political tradition..." 

FINLAND: "Reagan Was Right on the Contras" 

Liberal Swedish-language Hufvudstadsbladet pointed out in an 
editorial over the weekend^ b What is interesting in the 
hearings is that they seem to have strengthened American 
opinion that the Senate and the House of Representatives, with 
their bills and directives concerning assistance to the 
Nicaraguan counter-revolutionaries, were wrong, and that 
President Reagan, who wants to support the contras, was right 
from the very first and that North, despite dubious methods, 
fought- for the right and proper course.* 

SWITZERLAND: "U.S, Foreign Policy Dependent on Domestic Policy* 

Independent Le Matin Dimanche declared, *The basic problem 
underlying the Iran-contra affair is that since Vietnam and 
Watergate the Congress has been increasingly demanding not only 
a hearing on shaping American foreign policy, but the deciding 
voice in it. 



780 


Tuesday, July 21, 1987 


AUSTRALIA: "Experiment in Masochism" 

In the view of a byliner remarking on the Iran hearings in the 
independent Australian , "What we are witnessing today (is) an 
experiment in masochism, which with every day that passes 
brings a great nation into contempt, and weakens its power to 
defend even its own strategic interests.,. 

’Who finally speaks for the United States? And, once its word 
is given to allies fighting for their country or their lives, 
can it be relied upon?..," 

INDIA: "Reagan Is in for a Long, Drawn Out Battle" 

Madras r independent Hindu concluded in an editorial, "What is’ 
bound to haunt the Uhi te "House in the weeks to come is the 
assertion of Poindexter that Reagan went for an arms-for- 
hostages deal . , -r. Rea g a n 4s i n fo t-a^Long, drawn out battle, for 
there are many in the United States who are convinced that the 
whole truth is quite far away but must be got." 

BRAZIL: "Reagan Will Come Out Demoralized" 

Paulo Francis filed from New York over the weekend in liberal 
Folha de Sao Pau lo, "There is no doubc that Reagan will come 
out of this episode demoralized-.... Poindexter had a 
photographic memory but seems to have forgotten a lot in 
relation to Reagan’s participation in the scandal. Even the 
great public may perceive this..." 

PARAGUAY: "Hardly Reassuring" 

A columnist for the Sunday magazine of leading pro-Government 
Hoy observed about Poindexter's testimony, "It is certainly 
important that a President be legally innocent, but being 
ingenuous, particularly in the case of the most economically 
and militarily powerful country of the world, is hardly 
reassuring." 
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•A Greater Political Rola in the Future* 


The ltbetai Guardian speculated: "It is the fair-minded 
comment of a chairman determined that the Iran-contra hearings 
are nql the 'show.trial* which some Republicans have claimed 
they 5 are'. 

"By holding steady, in the face of fire. Senator Inouye has 
clearly put down markers for a greater political role in the 
future--perhaps Senate majority leader, or even the first 
Japanese-American on a Democratic ticket." 

"Meese Under Close Scrutiny" 

The paper's Washington correspondent reported: "The embattled 
Attorney General, Mr. Edwin Meese, is coming under close 
scrutiny from the Iran-contra special prosecutor, Mr. Walsh... 

"More serious is the suspicion that Mr. Meese may have been 
involved in a cover-up. At issue is whether the Attorney 
General tipped off Lt. Col. North that an investigation 
was underway, giving the Marine enough time to destroy 
key documents... 


"There are also indications that Mr. Meese... discussed with 
Lt. Col.-North whether the aide should seek legal advice..." 

WEST GERMANY: "The Power of Morality" 

Liberal weekly Die 2eit of Hamburg carried a lead editorial 
under the above headline which noted, "The central question 
is who is responsible for U.S. foreign policy: misguided 
toadies in the White House basement or the constitutional 
organs in full light of the public? 

"Our governments cannot and may not operate covertly. Without 
the citizen's right to know there is no governmental accounta¬ 
bility, and without governmental accountability there is no 
democracy..." 
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FRANCE: * Shultz Did Not Mince Words " 

Europe One radio's Washington correspondent Jean-Pierre Joulin 
reported, "The Secretary described at length how the men of 
the White House kept him in the dark concerning their activi¬ 
ties and how they were hiding the truth from the President. 

"He described the formidable battle which took place among 
members of the Administration and White House advisers....He 
did not mince his words..." 

"Shu1tz Settles His Accounts" 


Left-of-center Liberation 1 s report from Washington corres¬ 
pondent Francois Sergent read, "The Secretary did not want to 
be here. He had to face ridicule and explain that, for two 
years, he was disposessed of his prerogatives by the cowboys at 
the White House.... Several months later, Shultz is still hurt... 

"Of all those who came to testify, Shultz is the first to dare 
criticize the policy which led to the disaster of Irangate., He 
did not mince his words..." 

WEST GERMANY: "Who Determines Foreign Policy?" 

Under this headline, conservative Frankfurter Allgemeine said, 
"The hearings have become the scene of conflicts between the 
majority Democrats and Reagan's Republicans. Facts are no 
longer very important... 

"The Iran affair cannot be compared with Watergate. Reagan 
will not be relieved of office. But the White House still 
has its worries. 

"The President, whose energy came from the affection and the 
trust of Americans, is finding it difficult to cope with his 
loss of authority..." 

ITALYr "Shultz Contradicts North and Poindexter" 


Correspondent Renzo Cianfanelli filed from New York in leading 
centrist Corriere della Sera , "Never before has the split in 
the Reagan Administration on the Iran-contra scandal emerged 
so clearly. 

■With irritation barely concealed by an impassive mask and 
a monotonous voice, Secretary Shultz got a load off his mind 
contradicting North and Poindexter and revealing that he was 
systematically passed over and left in the dark about such a 
major and sensational turn in U.S. foreign policy..." 
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IRAN-CONTRA HEARINGS 


'’rte latest blow to the President's integrity 
coincided with reports that a secret commando and 
-intelligence team, under White House control and 
coordinated by Colonel North, tried to sabotage 
targets inside Nicaragua back in 1983-84..." 

T ) 

"Mr. Shultz's Sad Lesson" (Financial Times) 


In the view of the independent Financial Times , "The 
tale that Mr, George Shultz told to Congress about the 
workings of the Reagan Administration was, \n its way, 
even more chilling and disturbing than anything which 
had preceded it in the long Irangate investigation. 

Yet it does provide a basis, along with the report of 
the Tower Commission earlier this year, from which 
some concrete and general lessons can reasonably be 
drawn. 


"The most important concerns the accountability and 
the size of the National Security Council..." 


"Shultz Blames Poindexter and Casey" 

( Le Monde ) 

Liberal Le Monde 's Washington correspondent Bernard 
Guetta remarked7 "Some details were so humiliating 
that Shultz could have embarrassed himself. But, on 
the contrary, his performance provoked admiration and 
sympathy on the part of the committee. After all, 
although he was treated carelessly, it's under his 
leadership that the State Department succeeded in the 
peaceful withdrawal of the Filipino and Haitian 
dictators, Duarte's election and, most important, the 
resumption of the dialogue with Moscow. 

"The successes achieved under Reagan in matters of 
foreign policy must be put to his credit....Shulz came 
to say that the conservatism he defended throughout 
his life is not compatible with Oliver North's bad 
novels." 

' "Shultz Had Nothing to Hide" ( Sueddeutsche 
Zeitung ) 

Liberal Sueddeutsche Zeitung said editorially: "It 
was a pleasant exception that the highest Cabinet 
member answered the Senators and Congressional 
members \ quest ions without any lawyers. Shultz 
answered the questions off the cuff. He had nothing 
to hide... 
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"New Evidence liaises Further Questions About North's Testimony" 

The middle-of-the-road Observer carried an article which said: 
"British arms dealers were asked by. Lt. Col. North to ship 
missiles to Iran in November 1984, six months before the time 
he admitted his involvement in the Irangate scandal began, 
according to documents obtained by the Observer . 

"The new evidence raised further questions about the truth of 
Colonel North’s testimony to the Congressional committee 
investigating the Iran-contra affair." 

FRANCE: "Who Runs U.S. Diplomacy?" 

Liberal Le Monde front-paged an editorial on Friday under the 
headirne above which stated that "Shultz's hearing confirms 
that U.S. diplomacy was conducted in a bizarre way at some 
point of Mr. Reagan's Presidency... 


"The main question is to find out whether the philosophy of 
the 'founding fathers'--who were rather isolationist--and the 
institutional mechanisms which they inspired are well adapted 
to the obligations of a superpower." 

"Shultz Blames Poindexter and Casey" 

The paper's Washington correspondent Bernard Guetta remarked 
under the above headline: "Some details were so humiliating 
that Shultz could have embarrassed himself. But, on the 
contrary, his performance provoked admiration and sympathy on 
the part of the committee. 

•After all, although he was treated carelessly, it's under his 
leadership that the State Department succeeded in the peaceful 
withdrawal of the Filipino and Haitian dictators, Duarte's 
election and, most important, the resumption of the dialogue 
with Moscow. 

"The successes achieved under Reagan in matters of foreign 
policy must be put to his credit....Shultz came to say that the 
conservatism he defended throughout his life is not compatible 
with Oliver ^North's bad novels." 

WEST GERMANY: "The Constitution Has Stood the Test" 

Liberal Stuttgarter Zeitung judged in a Saturday editorial that 
"once again U.S. democracy--the Constitution laid down 200 
years ago—has stood the test. This is the long-term decisive 
result (of the hearings) which those Europeans should not 
overlook who otherwise like to kid the naive Americans about 
their cowboy mentality and the Hollywood actor as President... 
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'A Lesson in ^Democracy" 

Pro-Christian Democratic Bonner Rundschau stated Saturday in an 
editorial: “Tor non-Americans and for many Europeans, in parti¬ 

cular the Germans, the hearings of the Iran-contra fact-finding 
committee are a lesson in democracy... 

"Until everything has been brought to the fore, the investi¬ 
gations will not end...and this is the remarkable, intriguing 
aspect of this self-cleaning process of U.S, democracy..." 

"Shultz Had Nothing to Hide* 

Liberal Sueddeutsche Zeitung said editorially: "It was a 
pleasant exception that the highest Cabinet member answered 
the Senators and Congressional members' questions without 
any lawyers. Shultz answered the questions off the cuff. 

He had nothing to hide... 

"The Secretary of State is also in an unassailable position. 
There is no doubt that he was from the outset against the 
secret shipments of weapons to Iran.... Shultz was unparalleled 
in his declarations of loyalty to the President, although the 
White House records clearly prove that Ronald Reagan fooled 
him, too...* 

WEST 3ERLIN: "Shultz Is a Refreshingly Honest Man" 

Conservative Berliner Morgenpost emphasized on Saturday that "a 
President has become the victim of his own palace guards. He 
got incorrect information. They made him deliver TV speeches 
and media statements which they knew were false. In order to 
save face, they ran the risk of the President looking like a 
fool once light was shed on the matter. 

"Secretary of State Shultz's unparalleled, revealing statements 
before the investigating committee...painted a shocking picture 
of the U.S. Government... 

•Thus it is not surprising that a man like George Shultz tried 
to throw in the towel several times. The resignation from the 
political atage of this often stiff but always refreshingly 
honest man v^ould be a loss for everyone including America's 
allies.* 

ITALY: "Shultz, the Secretary Who Did Not Know* 

Representative Italian headlines over the weekend were: 

"Shultz, the Secretary Who Did Not Know* (leftist La 
Repubblica ) and "Irangate: George Shultz Plays It Down" 
("centrist II Messaggero ). 
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+ $ BMS£AL: - ^lyose^Oxand^llemocxatic Virtues of America" 

In a July 24 editorial, semiofficial Le Soleil said, 'Shultz's 
public testimony reveals once again those grand democratic 
virtues of America. In another country all that would have 
been hidden. 

■Yesterday, like today, two major forces forced high officials 
to speak: the press and the Congress. The press by its 
completely guaranteed freedom and Congress by its obligation 
and its power guaranteed by the Constitution. 

"These two entities constitute without a doubt the soul of 
American democracy. What makes America’s greatness is neither 
its pover as a state nor its military organization but the 
solidity of its institutions which transcend men and their 
partisan interests.* 

AThe Hearings Will Have a Positive Impact* 

In a comment today, independent Suara Pembaruan wrote, "The 
publicity by the world press of the U.s7 Senate joint 
committee hearings has become an educational subject as to the 
openness of the U.S. Government system... 

■In the long run we are sure the wide publicity will have a 
positive impact toward a wider openness in many other 
'countries." 

BARBADOS: "The Buck Is Supposed to Stop at the Top" 

The moderate Bridgetown Barbados Advocate's editorial today 
said, "When Admiral Poindexter invokes the Harry Truman 
statement, 'the buck stops here’ to justify withholding 
information from the President, the Congress and even his 
trusted deputy, Lt. Col. North, he sends shock waves through 
the system. 

"This is so because the buck is supposed to stop at the top, 
not at the level of an unelected official who feels inclined to 
make his "own judgement call as to what the elected President, • 
who in any event is ultimately responsible, ought to know... 

"America's allies can have no reason to put any confidence in 
her foreign policy. Far from being taken seriously President 
Reagan would reasonably be dismissed, not as a lame duck, but 
as a dead duck." 


USIA/P/M 
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Daily Digest 


******* 

MEESE TESTIMONY —Foreign observers pointed 
out that the Attorney Generali testimony 
supported President Reagan’s assertion 
that he was not informed of the diversion 
of funds to the contras. Critics noted 
that Meese "lacked hindsight" and his 
statements did not make clear his role 
in the affair. 

BRITAIN: "The President Was Surprised" 

\ 

Writing in today’s conservative Times , Washington correspondent 
Michael* Binyon reported: "Mr. Meese testified that when he 
broke the news to President Reagan that Iran arms sales profits 
had been diverted to the Nicaraguan contras ’the President was 
quite surprised and indicated that he had not known of this.' 

"His statement further supports Mr. Reagan’s assertion that he 
had been kept in ignorance of the diversion..." 

"His Investigation Was Somewhat Lacking* 

The liberal Guardian Washington correspondent Alex Brummer 
reported today! ""Mr. Meese effectively acknowledged yesterday 
that with the hindsight of events his initial investigation of 
Irangate had been somewhat lacking. 

"There was no effort after his interview with Colonel North to 
secure documents or to bring the Justice Department's criminal 
division into, the investigation. 

"It seems to iiave been only a matter of luck that the memo 
outlining the diversion was rescued from the National Security 
Council files before it found its way into Colonel North's ^ 
shredder. .. " 
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JAMAICA: '"North and -His 'Terrorists of God 1 • 


Writing in the Jamaican economic magazine, Money Index , 
Tuesday, a leading Jamaican intellectual stated: r OlTver 
North's self-righteous indignation is not good for democracy 
and certainly worse for the third world nations struggling to 
be themselves... 

■People in the Caribbean, which is part of the 'frontier' of 
North's perception of the world, must pray that he and his 
large constituency of self-righteous 'terrorists of god' are 
not let loose in a governmental system which is determined to 
establish hegemonic control over the Caribbean region." 

SENEGAL: "America Never Compromises Its Ideals" 

In a Tuesday editorial, the semiofficial Le Soleil noted; 
•Certain lessons are to be learned from these testimonies: 
American democracy, which likes to have things crystal clear, 
gives itself a way to address its own problems. 

"The executive cannot get out of control as long as Congress 
exercises its rights, all of its rights. Just like the press. 

•Yesterday it was Watergate, today it is Irangaffe on a 
different level. But America never compromises its ideals of 
freedom and democracy." 
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 
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ACTION - 

MEMORANDUM FOR WILLIAM P. CLARX 
tjA- 

FROM: WALTER RAYMOND, JR. 

SUBJECT: Central American Public Diplomacy 



We must bring this whole effort into some organizational harmony. 

I have prepared a memorandum for you to Jim Baker on this subject. 
The key points will be: 



-- to underscore that the White House’s "Outreach Working Group 
for Central America" is a welcome addition to our total efforts 
to secure support for the President’s Latin policies. 

-- to emphasize that this group should work in close coordination 
with the President's Personal Representative Dick Stone who has 
inter-agency responsibility and chairmanship for our public 
diplomacy strategy concerning Central America. 

From a management point of view Stone would set the basic guidelines, 
develop the substantive materials, oversee the international program 
and cooperate closely with the Faith Whittlesey domestic effort. 

He or his designee would participate In all "Outreach Group" 
meetings to ensure consistency of policy and themes, to assist in 
providing substantive support and to collaborate in the domestic 
effort. While much can be done by Faith’s "Outreach Group", some 
of this work--including Congressional activity, and domestic speeches 
and articles--is now underway. 

Our vulnerability is that neither Dick Stone nor State has done a 
particularly distinguished job in implementing a "day-to-day" public 
diplomacy strategy. Stone has worked on the "big picture" and not 
gotten into some of the detail necessary to make "the wheels turn.” 
State/ARA has been disinterested, incompetent, overworked or all of 
the above. The contrast to the "Dailey" effort is striking. Peter 
could rely on an effective inter-agency, and particularly State, 
commitment and had two very competent staffers to help him with 
his work. 


Changes are needed in how we are to do business. Stone recommends 
that we simplify our approach to Central American policy making, 
eliminating certain committees which tend to duplicate and 
dissipate time. This would mean that the SIG would replace the 
frequent "Core" and "CPPG" groups which meet. If you wanted to 
keep a discrete group looking at the covert action dimension, 
it could be identified as the NSPG Working Group. There is, at the 
same time, a need to establish an effective IG—now, a Working Group 
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meats under Craig Johnstone. This should be strengthe^dJ^^ 
Recognising that you may have to have a White House chair in 
certain cases, the NSPG Working Group would be a logical vehicle. 

The public diplomacy coordinator should participate in the policy 
making bodies and then work with the "international" Central 
American Working Group {an upgraded ARA chaired element) and the 
"domestic* Central American Working Group {Faith's effort). We 
can not leave something to chance. The office of the Central 
American public diplomacy coordinator must be strengthened. We 
have discussed the need to add Mike Ledeen and John Glassman. This 
should be done immediately. More additions may be needed within the 
next few weeks. Failing to act on this will mean our international 
program will be inadequate and our domestic program will go by 
default to the "Outreach Committee." 

Dick Stone’s new.role as negotiator precludes, in my mind, his 
continuation as Public Diplomacy coordinator. He accepts this. 
Fortunately, I believe we have an excellent candidate to take his 
place: Otto Reich, Assistant Administrator, Bureau of Latin America 
and the Caribbean, AID. Otto is politically sound, recommended by 
Stone, and Jeane Kirkpatrick, an area specialist and anxious to 
take on the assignment. I think it is essential that Reich--if you 
were to concur in his assignment--be given the same mandate as 
Dick Stone's. Without a White House cachet he simply will not have 
the clout to exercise discipline over the total effort: He will 
lack leverage with ARA in State and the "Outreach Committee" in the 
White House. I would recommend that you meet Reich, seek 
George Shultz's concurrence and issue a statement similar to that 
involving Stone. Timing may be dependent on a talk with Stone and 
his confirmation, although I think we must move fast or we will never 
catch up. 


We may have an "in house” problem. My sense is that State is 
increasingly restive over Public Diplomacy representatives being 
Presidential representatives responsible to your SPG. In one sense 
there is a legitimate concern, but I think there are valid exceptions 
and Central America is such an exception. Presidential and White 
House staff involvement necessitates this type of assignment. In 
reality, Otto will work very closely with Cagleburger, Shultz and 
the Department of State and will be housed there. It may be argued 
that Gil Robinson's assignment precludes the need for Otto Reich, 

Dick Stone or whomever for Contral America. I disagree: We need 
a top flight man full time on this issue! Eagleburger was going to 
discuss the assignment with Reich but backed off because of uncertainty 
as to how Robinson would fit in. We should proceed now with Reich. 

Recommendations: 

That you send attached memorandum to Baker 

Agree_ Disagree_ 
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That you discuss the situation with Stone and Raich and advisj 
McPharson of your intarast in Raich. 


Agraa_ 


Oisagrea 


no advise.-t 


Sea Shultz with memorandum recommending Raich. 
Agree_ Oisagrea_ 


Subjact to Shultz concurrenca, sign off on Reich. 

Agree_ Disagree_ 

Strengthen the SIG/IG structure and eliminate management duplication. 
Agree_ Disagree_ 


A1 Sapia-Bosch and Bob Sims concur. 


Attachment 

Tab I Memorandum for James Baker 

Tab II Memorandum for Secretary Shultz 
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MEMORANDUM FOR JAMES A. BAKER, III 
FROM: WILLIAM P. CLARK 

SUBJECT: Outreach Working Group for Central America 


Your initiative establishing an outreach group to increase public 
support for the President's Central American policies in the 
United States is a helpful step, I am particularly anxious to 
see a major campaign initiated both in this country and overseas. 

I believe it is important that this effort move forward rapidly, 
but also in a manner that is in synchronization with the other 
parts of the foreign policy establishment. Under NSDD-77 on 
Public Diplomacy, which the President signed on January 14, 1983, 
he established an overall mechanism to strengthen the organization, 
planning and coordination of effort relating to matters affecting 
foreign policy and public perceptions here and abroad. A Special 
Planning Group (SPG), under my chairmanship, was established with 
responsibility for overall planning, direction, coordination and 
monitoring of the implementation of public diplomacy. 

In February, Dick Stone was named as the President's Personal 
Representative with the Central American public diplomacy mission 
as his initial assignment. Strategy papers have been developed 
by the SPG operating elements,- in conjunction with Stone, to 
sharpen our ability to deliver our message internationally. Much 
more needs to be done and that is where your constructive initia¬ 
tives fold in nicely. 

From a management point of view I would like to establish clear 
procedures so that we can maximize to the fullest the talents and 
political acumen and access to Faith Whittlesey and her office. We 
must be sure that the overall program is coordinated, that the 
thematic treatments are consistent with policy and that we avoid 
unnecessary duplication and false starts. 

To accomplish this, I would ask that: 

-- Dick Stone participate in your meetings as the link with the 
foreign policy establishment and that Bob Sims, a representative 
of our Public Affairs Committee also join your group. 
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-- That foreign policy material* be coordinated with Stone's office 
to insure substantive accuracy and thematic consistency. Stone will 
be in a position to confirm basic foreign policy positions on this 
subject. 

Stone, as the President's overall coordinator, will be able to 
insure substantive consistency, thematic relevance and to present 
unnecessary overlap. He will also ensure that you get the support 
you need from the foreign policy establishment so that Faith can 
complete her tasks. 

I have a positive reaction to this total effort, but 1 think that 
prior coordination for a major initiative in the foreign policy 
field is essential to present unneeded duplication and possibly 
conflicting policy implementation. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE HONORABLE GEORGE P. SHULTZ 
SECRETARY OF STATE 


SUBJECT: Public Diplomacy, Central America 


I am extremely concerned about several aspects of our policy 
in Central America. I would like to start with a simplification 
of our policy management over Central American issues with a 
discontinuance of the regular use of the CORE group and the 
CPPG and other vehicles, to be replaced by a SXGVCentral 
America under State leadership. This would be supported by 
an IG/Central America also under State chair. Special 
meetings devoted to covert action item* would be discussed 
at an NSPG Working Group under NSC chairmanship. 

We must get our public diplomacy strategy concerning Central 
America into shape. Among other things it is essential that 
we, in the foreign policy side, are sufficiently focussed 
and organized to assistcoordinate ar.J provide general 
substantive guidance to a burgeoning effort within the White 
House to generate domestic bipartisan support for the 
President's programs in the U.S. X would expect the Public 
Diplomacy coordinator on this subject to participate in the 
Central American SIGs and XGs where he would receive his 
policy direction. He would, in turn, provide overall direction 
to the international and domestic public diplomacy campaign. 

The scope of this assignment underscores the essentiality of 
his identification as the President's Personal Representative. 

This has been Dick Stone's status and, as he prepares for 
his new assignment, X think it is essential to replace him 
immediately. The replacement will report to the SPG, on 
which both you and Dave Gergen participate. As in the case of 
both Peter Dailey and Dick Stone, the replacement will carry 
out his responsibilities in the context of Larry Eagleburger's 
International Political Committee (XPC)• The replacement that 
X have in mind, subject to your comment and reaction, is 
Otto Reich who we both know as AID'S Latin American Administrator. 
He is a committed officer, a sound politician and an expert 
in the field. X would expect that he would receive whatever 
support he requires from the various Departments and Agencies, 
similar to Dick Stone. 

I would be extremely interested in your earliest thoughts on 
this matter. 


William P. Clark 




DECLASSIFY OHi OADR 



797 


Exhibit GPS-68 


MEMORANDUM 


INFORMATION 



NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 


Hay 20, 1983 


112 





MEMORANDUM FOR WILLIAM t. CLARK 
FROM: WALTER RAYMOND, JR. 

SUBJECT: Weekly Report 


Faith Whittlesey Effort . The Faith Whittlesey effort is off to 
a good start. sKe _ "had _ meetings with governmental representatives 
on May 16 (Roger Fontaine and I attended from the NSC) and with 
private interest groups on May 18. As I've indicated previously 
to you, she has issued orders for a wide range of papers and 
background materials to be prepared. Her meeting on Wednesday 
was largely with conservative groups, and as she told me privately, 
she says the Central American issue is a good one to reinvigorate 
support from the conservative sector for the President. She is 
aware that the group will need to be extended and be bipartisan. 

The private reps, at the second meeting raised the question of 
establishing a "Coalition for a Democratic Central America.” This 
would be helpful if it happens. 


I had a very pleasant half hour meeting with Faith today. She is 
prepared to work very closely with us and Vas concerned about 
George Shultz's charge that she was just duplicating an effort. I 
described to her the NSDD-77 and our overall public diplomacy 
approach. She does not seek to preempt any position on policy. She 
defines her effort as one designed to build support for policy. She 
recognizes fully the need for substantive and quality control of 
the product and is quite prepared to depend on us "(NSC, State) for 
policy correctness. She also is prepared to take any and all 
information we can develop. 



We both agreed that the biggest problem will be packaging the 
product. She has asked for help and suggestions for writers who 
could possibly be made available. She does not have any hang-ups 
as to whether the writer sits in the White House on her staff (where 
she has a vacancy for one) or in the Department with Dick Stone. She 
is reviewing possible writers and I am too. I have several leads. 

Private Funding Effort . I have provided Jeff Davis with a list of 
funding programs that require private sector support. He is 
enthusiastic about the package and proceeding forward. .Roy Godson 
reported that he met early this week with a groip of private donors 
that Charlie Wick brought to the sitroom two months ago. The group 
made their first commitment of $400,000 which includes support to 
Freedom House, a pro-INF group in Holland, Accuracy in Media, and a 
European based labor program. These are useful steps forward. 

More to follow. 
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MEMORANDUM FORi 
FROM* 

SUBJECTi 


U 29458 

THE PRESIDENT 

S/*, 

Georg* P. Shultz *. 

Managing Our Central America Strategy 


I baliava it is important to confirm for ths record my 
understanding of the outcome of our discussion this morning. 


Policy i We have an extremely difficult situation in 
Central America* There will be hard slogging ahead to 
achieve what we want to achieve. First of all, we need an 
effective shield to protect the Salvadoran democracy against 
the efforts of the rebels to destroy the government and the 
economy. We have to safeguard not only El Salvador but also 
the other Central American countries against the Nicaraguan 
virus. At the same time we have to win.the struggle in our 
own country to help the American people understand the 
Soviet-Cuban-Nlcaraguan threat to the whole region. And we 
have to obtain the support of the Congress. Although our 
influence In Salvador is probably waning because of the 
conditions imposed by the Congress, we must be able to be 
persuasive with the El Salvador government in bringing about 
those reforms in their system of justice necessary to win the 
support of the American people and the Congress. At the same 
time we must maintain pressure on the Nicaraguans to cease 
and desist from exporting their revolution to neighboring 
countries. 

Though we must continue to strengthen the shield against 
the Salvadoran rebels and keep the pressure on Nicaragua, we 
cannot expect a military solution, at least 'in the next 
several years. Zn all likelihood the only way in which we 
can reestablish a peaceful Central America, free from foreign 
incursions into democratic countries, is by regional 
negotiations leading to a reciprocal and verifiable agreement 
in which the Nicaraguans come to terms with the need for then 
to mind their own business. At the same time, in forcing 
Nicaragua to the negotiating table, we must not sell out the 
Nicaraguan patriots who wish their government to live up to 
the promises of free elections and a pluralistic society made 
when the Sandlnlstas came to power. 


*:rp.:.V^cIULlO l,u|,LJ 
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Within Cl Salvador we must be prepared to seek negotia¬ 
tions. But these negotiations Bust concern participation in 
a free electoral process and not negotiations with respect to 
power sharing. 

Negotiations with either the Nicaraguans or the 
Salvadoran rebels will not be easy, because we will be 
dealing with people we don't like and don't trust. Moreover, 
we will not be able to achieve success unless we can show the 
Nicaraguans that they cannot defeat the anti-Sandinista 
forces in Nicaragua. Nor can we get the Salvadoran rebels to 
talk about free elections unless we are able to show thea 
that they cannot win the military struggle and will probably 
lose it in the long run. rinally, in bringing about a 
reciprocal and verificable agreement, we have to be willing 
and able to deal effectively with najor regional governments 
—like Mexico. 

Responsibility for Policy Implementation ! These I 
understand to be your policies. I support then, and I accept 
the responsibility to carry thea out. However, if I aa to do 
/so, we need, as I believe we all agreed at the seating, to 
' establish simple and straightforward aanageaent procedures. 
The present management situation is a mess and would not work 
even if the problems were simple. Therefore, what we 
discussed was that you will look to me to carry out your 
policies. If those policies change, you will tell me. If I 
aa not carrying thea out effectively, you will hold me 
accountable• But we will set up a structure so that I can be 
your sole delegate with regard to carrying out your policies. 

Organizational Arrangements ! What this means is that 
there will be an Assistant Secretary acceptable to you (and 
you and I have agreed on Tony Motley) who will report to me 
and through ae to you. We will use Dick Stone as our 
negotiator, who, in coordination with Tony, will also report 
solely to me and through as to you. Similarly, there will be 
an interagency committee, but it will be a tool of management 
and not a decision-making body. I shall resolve any issues 
and report to you. 

Ken Dan and Larry Eagleburger will work closely with me 
so that there will always be someone fully informed and able 
to act for me if I have to be away. Tony Motley will be our 
chief of staff responsible for pulling together all our work 
both within -the State Department and within the government as 
a whole. 
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Maanwhila, I shall kaap you and Bill Clark and othars in 
tha Whita Housa fully infornad at all tlnas. I baliava that 
it is inportant for tha NSC or tha NSPO to aaat on a ragular 
asis to raviaW What wa do and particularly to rasolva any 
diffarancas with raspact to policy. 


Wa all agraa that wa hava to do much battar In public 
diplonacy. Wa hava to baaf up our capacity hara in tha Stata 
Dapartnant, and wa plan to do so. In addition, X baliava 
that Faith Whlttlasay could ba vary usaful. But if aha is to 
ba usaful and affactiva, har work too oust ba handlad in tha 
sama way as oparations and diplooacy. With raspact to 
Cantral America, sha will tharafora work dlractly with Tony 
Motlay. Ha and I in turn will ba rasponsibla for har work 
with ragard to Cantral Amarica. 

With raspact to parsonnal decisions in tha Dapartnant of 
Stata, it will ba inportant, with Tony Motlay as a non-caraar 
Assistant Sacratary, to hava a full conplaaant of daputias to 
hin who ara Foraign Sarvica Officara or ara otharwisa fully 
familiar with tha nachinary of tha U.8. Govarnnant and in 
particular tha Dapartnant of Stata. Wa will, of coursa, 
consult with Prasidantial Parsonnal, but aftar full 
consultation, I would axpact Tony Motlay to hava tha dominant 
voica in making thosa parsonnal dscisions.'* 


Parsonnal i As an innadiata stap, I proposa that tha 
following asaignmants ba nadai 

Ambassador Motlay fron Brasil to bacona Assistant 
Sacratary for ARA; 

APPROVE _ DISAPPROVE _ 

— Ambassador Endars to bacoma Ambassador to Spain; 

APPROVE _ DISAPPROVE __ 

-- Ambassador Luars, last postad in Vo^nazuala, to 
bacona Ambassador to Brazil. 

APPROVE _ DISAPPROVE _ 

Sinca Endars will ba going*to Spain, it is important 
to dacida Taranca Todman's naxt assignmant, which I 
undarstand is to ba to Dannark. 

APPROVE _ DISAPPROVE __ 


n 


All of these personnel as well as organizational 
decisions are to be mad#' at ones so that there is no 
ambiguity in anyone's mind that wo^are prepared to do vhat is 
necessary to carry out your Central .America policies. We 
should go forward immediately, because your Central American 
policies can ill afford any delays in getting our new 
management system in effect. 

I enclose an organizational chart and a draft National 
Security Directive embodying what we agreed on this morning. 


Attachments: x 

Tab 1 - Organizational Chart. 
Tab 2 - Draft NSDD. 
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DRAFT NSDD 

NATIONAL SECURITY DIRECTIVE NUMBER_ 

CENTRAL AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN 


Pursuant to NSDD 2, there is established a restricted 
Interagency Group (IG) to address policy formulation and 
execution as they relate to Central America and the Caribbean. 
The Secretary of State is responsible for the overall direc¬ 
tion/ coordination and supervision of the interdepartmental 
activities incident thereto. 

The Interagency Group (IG) shall be headed by the 
Assistant Secretary of State for Inter-American Affairs and 
include representatives of the Secretary of Defense, the 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Director of 
Central Intelligence and the Assistant to the President for 
National Security Affairs. The President's Special Envoy for 
Central America shall also participate. -The Interagency 
Group shall report to the Secretary of State. 

The Interagency Core Group, the Central American Working 
Group and all other interagency organizations addressing 
Central American policy or operations are hereby disestablished. 
The Crisis Pre-Planning Group is relieved of its assignments in 
this area. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF STATE 

THE SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY • 

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

THE DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE 

THE CHAIRMAN# JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFr 

SUBJECT! Crisis Pre-Planning 

National Security Decision Directive 3# Crisis Management# 
establishes the Special Situation Group (SSG)# chaired by the 
vice President. The SSG is charged# inter alia # with formulating 
plans in anticipation of crises. In order 7cT7acilitate this 
crisis pre-planning responsibility# a Standing Crisis 
Pre-Planning Group (CPPG) is hereby established. 

The CPPG will be chaired by the Deputy Assistant to the President 
for National Security Affairs and will consist of senior repre¬ 
sentatives of your agencies and of the Office of the Vice 
President. The CPPG will meet periodically in the White House 
Situation Room and wills 

• Identify# to the extent possible# areas where US interests 
are at stake in which rising tensions or other circumstances 
suggest the possible emergence of a crisis. 

• For each potential crisis# insure that an interagency group 

is established and developing contingency plans. Provide 
guidance to the group and task it with the preparation of 
preemptive policy options to prevent a crisis if possible as 
well as the preparation of politico-military options for 
dealing with the eventual crisis. » 

• Present such plans and policy options to,the SSG. 

e Devise procedural measures# draft executive instruments and 
identify resources essential to implement decisions by the 
President. 

• Provide to the SSG# as crises develop# alternative plans of 
action/options and coordinated implementation plans that will 
permit successful resolution. 


Review on May 6# 2002 
Classified and Extended 
Reasoni NSC 1.13(d) 
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• Provide to the SSG, recommended security, cover, and 
media plans that will enhance the likelihood /if 29 4 < c 
successful execution, 


The first meeting of the CPPG is scheduled foi Thursday, 

-M_*v ^0* 19 82, in the White House Situation Rq'om from 1000-1200 
Agencies are requested to provide the name of their CPPG rfepre 
sentative to Oliver North, NSC Staff (Telephone: 395-3345) by 
May 14, 1982. An agenda will be circulated prior to each 
meeting. The agenda for the first CPPG meeting is attached. 

FOR THE PRESIDENT 


3 

William P. Clark 


Attachment 

Tab A - Agenda for May 20, 1982 Meeting 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE HONORABLE GEORGE P. SHULTZ 
The Secretary of State 

SUBJECT* Managing Our Cantral American Stratagy (S) 


Z hava studied your thoughtful memorandum on thia subject, 
datad May 23, 1983. Your judgments ragarding our policy 
toward tha region ara correct whan read within the framework 
of existing daciaion directives. So, too, ia your assessment 
that implementation ia tha problem. (S) 

Our national security interests in the region demand the most 
careful and cogent management and coordination that we can 
bring to bear. The institutional arrangements established in 
NSOQ-2 are, Z believe, appropriate to fulfill this 
requirement. They were specifically directed to ensure that 
the diplomatic, economic, military and intelligence aspects of 
our national security policy would be properly integrated in 
both their planning and impleawntation. NSDD-2 provides that 
the policy process will function through the ZG, S'/.G, NSC 
framework. That seems to me to still be a good system, 
developed over several adatinistrations. zt provides that if 
the agencies agree at the ZG level then the issue need not be 
elevated further, but that if there is disagreement, then it 
is raised to the SXG and if necessary through the NSC to me. 
IS) 

The resources of the White Bouse will, of course, be available 
to assist in this effort. Specifically, the White Bouse 
Offices of Presidential Personnel and Public Liaison mentioned 
in your memo, report to and are supervised by the White House 
Chief of Staff's Office. X have asked Jim Baker to see that 
any activities or decisions of these offices affecting the 
implementation of Central American policy be coordinated 
closely with you or your designee through the NSC as has been ■ 
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Sucetss.in Cantral Amaricd will raquira tha cooparativa affort 
of savaral Dapartmanfc* and agancias. No singla agancy can do 
it alona nor should it. Still/ it is sansibla to look to you f 
as I do, as tha laad Cabinat officar, chargad with moving 
agrassivaly to davalop tha options in coordination with Cap, 
Bill Casay and othars and coming to ma for dacisions. X 
baliava in Cabinat govarnaant. It works whan tha Cabinat 
officars work togathar. X look to you and Bill Clark to 
assura that that happans. (S) 
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FROM* WALTER RAYMOND, JR. 

SUBJECT: waakly Raport 

Cantral Amarican Public Diplomacy . 
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— Faith Whittlesey's effort continual to reova forward. Sha hai 
axpandad har network. Wa had a vary frank exchange of viavi in a 
meeting on May 25* A considarabla amount of USG praparad reatariais 
will ba availabla for tha group naxt waak. (U) 


-- This whola oparation is luffaring vary much by tha absanca of a 
public diplomacy coordinator on tha foreign policy sida. I raally 
think it is ireparativa to name a raplacamant for Dick Stona soonest. 
See attachad memorandum. Otto Raich, who has Jaana Kirkpatrick's 
strong endorsement, is a vary hard and dadicatad workar who will maka 
tha procass affactiva. You callad Kan Dare on this subjact on May 24 
but I are not awara of any rasponsa. As a rasult much is going by 
dafault. (C) 


— Tha 19 paga Whita Papar/Pact Shaat on Cantral America is a case 
in point. Stata/ARA is, as wa know, actively disinterested in pushing 
this paper forward. Reluctantly they agreed. I discussed tha need for 
a follow-up comprehensive strategy with Bud and ha ordered it up at 
tha PAC maating on May 26. If Stone's office ware functioning properly 
they could have taken tha lead several days ago on this subjact. (C) 


— El Salvador insurgent commander Montenegro. I have spent 
considarabla amount of timet. ‘ 

sessions with Mont ___ _ _ 

“ _Sob Sims nalpad arrange exclusive 

interviews with Charles coroJry of tha Baltimore Sun who has a syndicate: 
column with national coverage and with Tima Magazine. I arranged an 
in-depth session for Montenegro with tha Readers Digest and VOA (in 
Spanish and English)* Lastly I am brokering Montenegro's involvement 
in a special which NBC is producing on Cuban-Nicaraguan involvement 
in El Salvador, scheduled for June 7. (C) 


SPG Meeting . 

— I have scheduled an SPG maating for Thursday, June 2 at 3:00 p.m. 
I have a detailed raport from tha IPC forwarding tha public diplomacy 
action papers requested at tha last SPG* Tha maating will discuss 
these and tha management of these issues* (U) 
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— A aacond major itea Cor diacuaaion ahould ba Cantral American 
public diplomacy. Z think it ia aaaantial that we naaa otto Mich 
in advance of Mat Mating ao that va can uaa that Mating aa an 
implementing Mating for our now atratagy. Alao if wa have Stone'a 
replacement on-board it will panait ua to davalop a proper relation- 
ahip with Faith Whittleaey. Thera are ao many titlaa that ha could 
uaa that it ia really a function of your dialogue with the Secretary 
of State. Ha and Dick Stone both feel that a link to the White Houae 
ia vary important for affective action. (C) 
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INFORMATION 


August 29, 

MEMORANDUM FOR JOHN M. POINDEXTER 
FROM: WALTER RAYMOND, JR. ✓ ' * 

SUBJECT: Central American Outreach 


1983 



Ae you are aware, I continue to get a number of proposals 
dealing with how we can generate a private sector program to 
support the President on Central America. A refinement of an 
earlier proposal from Roger Chapin is attached at Tab II. 
Chapin had earlier communicated with the Judge. I have sent 
this to Tony Motley. 

Bill Casey called on August 26 and would like to follow up on 
his idea to have a meeting with five or six key public re¬ 
lations specialists. This is referred to in my earlier 
memorandum. I put him off until after Labor Day. 

I think you are right about deflecting this to State. I 
believe that it is, however, going to be quite time consuming, 
even recognizing that the work done within the Administration 
has to, by definition, be at arms length.~The more I reflect 
on Gil Robinson's probable move into State as Shultz's public 
diplomacy coordinator, the more I think he could be the glue 
to put this sort of public-private relationship together. He 
has done this sort of thing before. He has public relations 
experience, knows how to operate behind the scenes, has the 
political connections, and lastly, will be in the right placet 
The Department of State. I do not think it is overlapping 
with Motley or Reich. They will be plenty busy doing their 
regular jobs and will benefit from what Gil could do. You. 
might want'to touch on this with the Judge. When I 
philosophized a bit with Bill Casey (in an effort to get him. 
out of the loop), he was negative about turning the ball over 
to State, but very positive about someone like Gil Robinson 
working on the problem from within State. 



Attachments 





813 


MEMORANDUM 

INFORMATION 

MEMORANDUM FOR 
FROM: 



NATIONAL «CUR^TY C^CI^ 83 

WILLIAM P. CLARK 
WALTER RAYMOND# JR. 


SUBJECT: Private Sector Support for 

Central American Program 


iJ 33441 


Several Administration supporters have identified steps which 
they believe are important to generating public opinion 
support for our policies in Central America. The various 
proposals call for the creation of a bipartisan coalition of 
concerned citizens to generate majority support for the 
President's policies. * This requires detailed informational 
programs which highLight developments and realities in the 
region. It also requires programs which are designed to go 
beyond simply reaching the committed. We must move out into 
the middle sector of the American public and draw them 
the •support* column. A second package of proposals daal with 
means to market the issue# largely considering steps utilising 
public relations specialists--or similar professionals—to 
help transmit the message. 

A quick review of proposals which are known to me include: 

— A group of public relations specialists met with Bill 
Casey a few days ago. Faith also met them. The group includ¬ 
ed Bill Greener# the public affairs head at Philip Morris and 
two or three others. They "stated* what needed to be done to 
generate a nation-wide campaign. Several elements were 
identified. The first# a fund-raising effort under the 
direction of someone like Walter Wriston. Secondly# an 
effective communications system inside the Government. The 
overall purpose would be to se ll a "new product*—Central 
America—by generating interest across-the-spectrum. 

-- A group including Charlie Wick# Faith# myself# Alan 
Bell (Public Relations) and Tom Korologoe (Lobbyist) met to 
discuss how to get the story out into the countryside, in 
addition# to traditional speaking tours by USG officials# 
Presidential statements# etc# the Korologoa-Bell proposals 
focussed on the hiring of a public relations firm. They 
recommended Ron Nessen. Nessen has subsequently presentee a 
proposal. 


-- Faith subsequently advised Charlie Wick that she has 
the prospect of funding from the Mellon-Scaife organisation 
(Terry Slesse) • Slease wants Tom Cantrell# currently nu ~ €r 
two in congressional relations in the Department of Energy# to 
run the program. This would rule Nessen out. Sleaae al;•£ 
speaks of a $1000 per pla^e fvnd raiser to get the activity 
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going. It is not clear whether Cantrell' s role .is. fis $3 4 4 2 

tund-raiser or as a political activist. Nor. is it clear 
whether the goal is an "American. Coalition" or simply a 
pressure group. It sounds like an expanded "outreach Group." 

-- Roy Godson and I have discussed' this and we are 
concerned that efforts undertaken b.y Faith's office tend to be 
confined to preaching vo the converted. We recommended 
funding via Freedom'House or some other structure that has 
credibility in the political center. Wick, via .Murdoch., may 
be able to draw down added'funds for. this effort. Ron Nessen, 
or the Wagner-Baroody firm recommended by Cliff White, could 
be hired by Freedom House. 

Dan James. He has the support of Jeane Kirkpatrick, 
Leo Cherne, Al Burkholder and others. He has submitted a 
paper which spells out the parameters of the problem. He also 
wants to include Latin Americans in the activity. His. 
proposal calls for the creation of a bipartisan Americas 
Coalition. He believes he can get funding from Ross Perot, 
Clem Stone and others. Evidently Anne Armstrong will maxe. 
calls for him. James would like to have a fund raising din r 
in which Jeane Kirkpartrick has reportedly agreed to be a xey 
note speaker. James is a good publicist but not a 
particularly good organizer. His role would be in support ox 
a larger effort. 

— Roger Chapin. He has a similar proposal for a group 
called Stand Tall America which would generate public 
knowledge and understanding of the Central American program. 
Chapin is untested on foreign policy issues although he ha* a 
track record of generating public support for causes. He 
believes the first issue is clarifying the message, examining 
marketing techniques and then generating a broad popular 
support base. He would play a support role. Chapin adds tnat 
he thinks the only way to mobilize the American people is to 
make it clear that the Central American issue is a threat 
because of the Russian involvement. 


— Les Lenkovsky (Smith-Richardson Foundation) believes 
that we need to create the equivalent of a "Coalition for the 
Present Danger” to generate public support. Tom Korologos, in 
a private conversation, said what one needed to do was to 
identify a competent activist who would take on the organize 
tional job—this includes principally fund raising public 
relations/packaging , substantive input: He w^ 

a Bill Greener or a Tom Cantrell might serve. Ultimately, 
would want to flesh out the committee to make 
non-partisan. Several of the names we considered for the 
Central American Cosunission would be very constructive 
participants. 


The above discussion identifies several issues. I think there 
is consensus that we should strive for the creation ot a 
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genuinely bipartisan, centrist structure to generate public 
support around the issue of Central America. If we agree that 
we will set up a committee and select an activist to put the 
thing together most other issues fall in line: fund raising, 
marketing, substantive input. Many of the people above could 
play a role within the structure. A central office in the USG 
should be identified on the principal point with this, outside 
, independent group. This could be the NSC, the White House 
(Whittlesey) or Otto Reich as Central American public 
diplomacy coordinator. While it is possible for Faith to be 
the point of contact, her mandate makes it difficult for her 
to deal with the media and the Congress, two of the principal 
audiences for this effort. This might argue for keeping the 
contact within the public diplomacy context where substantive 
support could be supplied, as requested. 


We need an organizer. I would like to lead with our silver 
bullet. 1 recommend that Peter Dailey be asked to put the 
group together (spend one month) and turn it over to an 
outside coordinator, such as Bill Greener (or Cantrell). 


Coordination: Bob Sims 
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••• ?•»p 1 y t>; r.cte of 0*»C3/86 12:15 
NOTE FROM: Walter Raymond 
Subject: OTTO REICH 



After moch discussion, Sob Kagan, who was Elliot Abrams' 
Special Assistant, was named as Otto's replacement. Kagan's 
officj was folded under ARA for command ar.d control but 
continues to have a reporting responsibility to the IPC and 
the SPG as part of my effort to give it an interagency 
mandate. It remains to be seen if this will weaken the 
effort. One key will be the need for 
from an interagency pool. 

Meanwhile, 1 continue to chair weekly meetings to sustain 
the public diplomacy effort. They are attended by Kagan, 
Speakes rep, Buchanan rep, 000, CIA, USIA and NSC LA 
officer. (When there is a Sitrm mtg of the Centam 
coordinating group for Hill strategy we get a feed from that 
group). Our brief is much broader. We seek to lay out and 
implement broader international strategies, particular ly in 
LA and EUR, We approved a new strategy paper on 16 June 
which was sent out over Rod McDaniel's signature. This 
basically calls for a sustained effort to garner support for 
our overall Centam policy, increase understanding of the 
issues and, in the specific case of Mica, concentrate on 
gluing black hats on the Sandinistas and white hats on UNO, 
We have requested a community, report on the level of 
activity sustained under the latest.NSC PD tasking by 31 
Aug. 


people to be a 




The group has produced an outstanding collection of 
materials to suuport our policy. It is also light-years 
ahead of where. it-was three years ago, but much work needs 
to be done. At our most recent weekly Centam mtg the 
following items were covered: 


--Senate strategy: Focus on key Senators who can be 
brought over to increase victory margin ar.d show momentum. 

exposure for^H|HHH||[|and La 
Prensa to highlight Nic internalcrackdoi^^Eous^coverage 
to date in foreign press and not much better-in US. 

--Play on key themes in Europe which will strengthen 
our case: 


o Popularize Centam support for UNO. Note USIA 
poll which showed popular support for armed opposition to 
Nics in Honduras and Costa Rica, 

o We are on the winning side. The House vote can 
help convince the Europeans that vs will see this 
through...we are not going to be blown away by the Hill. It 
is always politically easier to support a. winner. 
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NATIONAL $6CU«1TY COUNCIL 
aaWwGTQn oc JCSOC 


ACTION 


August 7, 1916 


MEMORANDUM FOR JOHN M. POINDEXTER 


* 


N 


/ / 



FROM: 

SUBJECT: 




HALTER RAYMOND, JR. V4, 

Csntral American Public Diplomacy 


'w l* 


In rssponss to your PROP not*, I have prepared * memorandum for 
you to bond to Sill Cssoy (Tab I). Patar Dailay had a vary good 
meeting with ay Thursday morning group on August 7, and I think 
h« can ba vary helpful as a advisar to this group. I do not 
think it is naeassary to ravisa tha currant struetura. As I told 
you in my aarliar PROP nota, X think tha struetura is in placa, 
but it constantly naads to ba anargisad. X do this on a regular 
basis. But having Patar Dailay available in Washington will be 
an enormously useful asset during this next year while wa imple- 
raent tha 9100 million in Contra aid. X would propose to have him 
meat with tha group periodically to critique and review programs 
and processes, to work closely with Sob Ragan, tha Interagency 
Central Amerian Public Diplomacy coordinator, and to help coord¬ 
inate private sector activities such as funding that currently 
cannot ba dona by either CIA or State. 


RECOMMENDATION 

That you sign tha memorandum at Tab I to Bill Casay. 

. ts . Approve _ 

Ollie North , Raysurgnardt; 

Attachments 


Disapprove 



concur. 


Tab I Kamo to Casay 

Tab A Public Diplomacy Planning 
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TH C WHITE HOUSE 
vva) hi no f on 


MEMORANDUM FOR THE HONORABLE WILLIAM J. CASEY *| 1 f 4 C l 

Th« Director of Central Intelligence 

SUBJECT! Central American Public Diplomacy (U) 


I have looked into the question of our overall public diplomacy 
effort concerning Central America. A great deal, of hard and 
effective work is being done. It is clear we would not have won 
the House vote without the painstaking deliberative effort 
undertaken by many people in the- government and outside. (S) 

The departure of otto Reich has not resulted in any reduction of 
effort. His public diplomacy coordination office <LPD) has 
continued. Although the independent office was- folded into 
Elliott Abrams' bureau, the White House has sent a clear tasker 
to the community that this limited reorganisation in no way 
reflected a dimunition of activities. On the contrary, the same 
interagency responsibilities are being exercised, and the group, 
reports directly to the NSC. It continues to be one of the few 
offices in the government that is staffed by a truly interagency 
team, including, representatives from State. USXA. AID. and 
Defense. The office chief is Bob Kagan, who is a young, bright 
and effective operator. In reality, the reorganisation also 
means that Elliott Abrams plays a strong public diplomacy role, 
and in this way we have harnessed one of the best -public diplo¬ 
macy assets that we have in the government. (S) 

There is a weekly Central American public diplomacy meeting which 
takes place in the Old EOl, ehaired by Walt Raymond, and which 
includes not only the four organisatione>.noted-above but also the 
white House Press Office and Public Liaison Office; a representa¬ 
tive from CIA's Central American Task Force, and key NSC Staffers. 
This group takes its policy guidance from the Central American 
RIG and pursues an energetic political, and informational agenda. 
The group seeks to focus both on domestic public issues as well 
as the informational battle in Europe and Latin America. It 
generates requirements for major publication efforts. I will 
have the NSC Staff send you a package of some, of the more recent 
publications. The group also works closely with the concerned 
legislative, offices to be supportive in terms of the Congres- 


OECLASSIFY ONt OADR 





sior.*l scitt and m * practical way it deals with a nuroer of 
on-going daily issues. At an example, iasua* tha group dealt* 
with Last week included: 


purposa of 
greater for 


- Stapa to undertake EC support to Nicaragua; 

Tr ias of £•£• and/or foraign parsons to NicaMag ^ idt ?tfci 
^awarenes^of developments in Nicaragua; 


-- Development of programs to pubiicita raligious raprassion 
in Nicaragua; 



— Staps to strangthan tha El Salvador public diplomacy 
affort. (S) 


Thara is a coaprahansiva public diplomacy action plan for Latin 
Aaarica in Europe, and X aa attaching a copy for you. This plan 
is monitored vary actively by tha LPO office, and periodic 
reports of activity are provided to tha NSC. (3) 

while this group ensures that tha issue remains a high priority 
public diplomacy goal, I share your view that this program can 
certainly benefit by tha professional skill and Insight of Pater 
Dailey, and X am delighted that ha is in Washington and available 
to provide time to help this affort. Pater mat with tha Thursday 
morning interagency group on August 7. it provided him an 
opportunity to hear first hand from tha action officers and be 
briefed on their currant programs. Tha exchange was useful, and 
Pater has committed himself to meat periodically with this group 
to help strangthan their affort. Sob Eagan, tha interagency 
coordinator, will seek Dailey's counsel on a regular basis and 
will bring Elliott Abrams into this process. (S) 

Peter underscored that the Nicaraguan issue remains a matter of 
great urgency and that the next year is critical. We must show 
progress both in Central America, but also in the eyes of the 
world community, if we are to sustain and support the democratic 
forces in Nicaragua. It will be necessary to "frontload* our 
public diplomacy on this subject so that we can strengthen our 
international support and change attitudes concerning this 
program. Certain themes that he recommended at the first meeting 
will be given serious consideration by the working group. One 
special area of importance concerns generating private sector 
support and funding. His assistance in this area would be of 
greatest importance. (3) 
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In I’xrir/i the public diplomacy community is hard at work ar.d, 
think proparly focussed. Peter Oailay's.input can ba vary valu- 
abla in anar9i.si.n9 this effort, and va cartainly intend to taka 
advantage of his pretence to stren9then and diversify the thrust 
of this pro9raa. (S) 


M 


16C03 


Attachments 

Tab A Public Diplomacy Planning 
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MEMORANDUM FOR NICHOLAS PLATT 

Executive Secretary , „ , 

Department of State i) 1 6 o L *r 

JAMES F. LEMON 
Executive Secretary 
Department of Oefenee 

RICHARD MEYER 

Executive Secretary 

Agency for International Oevelopaant 

RONALD J. POST 

Aeting Chief of the Executive Secretariat 
U.S. Information Agency 

SUBJECTS Public Diplomacy Plan for Central America (Ul 


The NSC Staff approves the Public Diplomacy Plan submitted by the 
Department of State on this subject. We note that there has been 
considerable progress in the realisation of our public diplomacy 
goals concerning Central America among Curopean audiences, we 
must, however, continue to emphasise our comprehensive policy 
towards Central America at the same time that we focus on the 
specific question of Nicaragua. (C) 

There is a need to maintain this as a high priority of our 
missions Europe and Latin America. The opposition is engaged in 
an intensive propaganda effort to sustain their point of view in 
these areas, and our activity must be at a high level to gam 
support for our policies. Zn addition to the continued provision— 
of important materials to the field missions, we must keep up a 
flow of speakers to the target areas, we must also seek to 
utilise, as much as possible. Central American spokesmen to speak 
on their own behalf in Latin America and Europe. Posts in Europe 
and Latin America should find ways to encourage locals to travel 
to Central America to gain on*the*ground knowledge of what is 
happening. <C) 


xouuoMsmor 

DECLASSIFY ONi OADR 
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Tha limitad raorganxzat ion of tha SLPO function should ; n no wd y 
suggast any dimunition of affort. (Cl 

Tha NSC raquasts a status raport of activitias undartakan to 
implemant tha action .plan by August 31 , 1986 . <U) 


N 

Rod nay B. McDamai 
Extfcutiva Sacratary 




825 



toiled Slate* Department of State 
(Tathinfun, O.C. 20520 


Kay 23, 1986 


aatfiMUTi'*!, 



MEMORANDUM TO VAOM JOHN M. POINDEXTER 
THE.WHITE HOUSE 


Ml 


:-6 


SUBJECT: public Diplomacy Plan foe Explaining U.S. Central 

American policy in Europe and Latin America 


The Department submite herewith a public diplomacy plan 
for explaining U.S. Central American policy to Latin Americans 
and Europeans. Parts of the plan focue on explaining those 
same policies to international political organisations such as 
the Socialist international, the international Oemoctat Union, 
and the Christian Democrats. 


Nicnolas Platt 
Executive Secretary 


Attachment: 

Puolic Diplomacy Plan 


(MWIED 


76-936 0-88-27 
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PU3LIC DIPLOMACY 
FOR EXPLAINING U.S. CENTRAL 
IN EUROPE AND LATIN 


PLAN 

AMERICAN POLICY 
AMERICA 


BACKGROUND 


✓ * r -» 

w ^ ' 


Tne Sandinistas cam# to power in July 1*79 in a coalition with 
genuine democrats. However. within wee<s the Sandinista 
National Liberation Front (FSLN) began a pattern of actions 
reflecting a betrayal of the revolutions internal repression 
of genuine democrats and of non-communist institutions sucn as 
religious organiaations; aggression against fellow Latin 
American countries through armed subversion; ties with 
terrorist organisations in Latin America, the Middle East, and 
Europe; and a military buildup supported by tne Soviet bloc and 
Cuba. That pattern continues today. 


Under President Reagan, a balanced U.S. policy has been 
followed in Central America. It contains four mutually 
reinforcing elements! 


1. Encouragement of democracy; 

2. Economic aid to improve living conditions; 

3. Active diplomacy for realistic political solutions? 

4. Security assistance to give the people of Central 
America the means to defend themselves against 
expanded Soviet-bloc/Cuban/Nicar ag j an suoversion or 
armed aggression. 


Much progress has been made in four of the five central 
American countries since 1981: Costa Rica, Honduras, 

El Salvador, and Guatemala are democratic and are steadily 
strengthening their democratic institutions. The U.S. Congress 
has year by year provided support for the President's policy 
through increasing appropriations for economic and security 
assistance (total amounts by fiscal year 1933--$3l3 million? 

1334--S93 9 million; 133S--S951 million; 1933--$!,014 million). 
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GOALS 


c r 1 

vJ ^ 


-- to convinca audiancas in Cantral And South Amarica 

(particularly tna Contadora and Contadoea Support Group 
countries) and in Europa that U.S. policy toward Cantral 
America is balancad, wockabla, and tna bast altarnativt 
poss id la • 


-- To convinca audiancas in Latin Amarica and Europa that the 
sicacaguan damocratic rasistanca has a cohasiva and 
credible political program and that it is a viable, 
damocratic forca worthy of the support of tha U.S. and 
otnar damocratic nations. 


-- To demonstrate to audiancas in Latin Amarica and Europa 
that tha sandinistas support international tarrorisa and 
that Sandinista external subversion thraatans tha nascant 
damocracias in nai 9 hborin 9 countrias, 

•- To demonstrate that tha Sandinistas consciously and 
systematically violata human rights. 

-- to convinca audiancas in Latin Amarica and Europa that tha 
United Statas seeks only that tha Sandinistas dalivar on 
thair promisas of 1979 to tha Organisation of Amarican 
States? that wa believe that tha bast way to do this is 
for tha Sandinistas to angaga in dialogua with tha 
opposition; that tha Contadora process, if it can maat our 
three requirements that it ba comprahans iva , $ iitultanaous , 
and verifiable, is an altarnativa wa can support. 

-- to damonstrata to audiancas in Latin Amarica and Europa 
now Sandinista tiat to Cuba and tha Soviet Union adversely 
affact U.S. and thair own national sacurity intarasts. 

-- ?o parsuads tha intarnationals (Socialist Intacnational, 
Christian Democrats, Inttcnational Damocrat Union, ate.) 
to speak out on thair concaen for civil and human rights 
in Nicaragua, Sandinista intaevantion in neighboring 
countrias# and Sandinista tias with intarnational 
tarrorists; and to ancouraga tha intarnatLonala to oppose 
aid to tna Sandinistas for tha same raisons. 

-- To counter Sandinista disinformation activitias with facts 
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AOOITIONAL GOALS IH LATIN AMERICA 


N 16C03 


-- to convince tnt countries of Central America that tnt 
united St*tes shares their political and tconomic goals 
and C 3 n bt counted upon to stick witn them foe tnt long 
haul*(tnt U.S. is a reliable ally). 


-- To persuade Central American government, political, 

church, and labor leaders to bt more active in tailing tnt 
Ctntral Amtrican story in Europe, South America, Mexico, 
and tnt Caribbtan. 


ADDITIONAL GOAL IN EUROPE 

-- To convince Europtan publics that tht U.S* is responding 
in a constructive manntc to tht dtsirts of Ctntral 
Amtrican nations for political and tcononic reform. 


THEMES 

-- strtss positive aspacts {tconomic dtvtlopmtnt, promotion 
of dtnocracy, stcurity) of U.S. policy in Ctntral Amtrica, 

-- sat rtcord straight on U.S. policy toward nagotiations 
with Nicaragua and on Contadora, including Nicaraguan 
rtfusal to ntgotiatt a comprthtnsivt agrttmant and U.S. 
aid to tnt Nicaraguan rasistanct. 

-- Emphasize dtmocratic background and objtctivts of tht 
Nicaraguan rasistanct, wnilt ctittrating totalitarian 
naturt of tnt Sandinista rtgimt. Point out militaristic 
and undemocratic Sandinista tducational system? exploit 
existence of ntighborhood committtts and inttrnal 
rtprtssion. Rtmind auditnets of Sandinista tfforts to 
crush inttrnal oppontnts, tsptcially tht Catholic Church, 
political partits, and labor unions not controlltd by tht 
government* Focus on new Nicaraguan constitution when it 
is unvtiltd by tht Sandinistas and on totally controlled 
process in which constitution will bt subjected to "public 
discussion.* 

-- Reemphasize progress and successes in El Salvador, while 
publicizing the destructive and totalitarian nature of tne 
Salvadoran guerrillas. 
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explain that tn« united States support* those paopla and 
governments who sr* furthering tna damocratic process--in 
Costa Rica, Honduras, Guatemala, and Cl Salvador--and 
seating to'foster reconciliation and the democratic 
process in Nicaragua. 

-- Remind audiences of Sandinlsta and Salvadoran guerrilla 
ties with terrorists in Latin America (example, M-19 in 
Colombia} snd elsewhere (including Middle East), arms and 
drug runners, and of their Soviet-Cuban ties. Mention 
Sandinista practice of giving Nicaraguan passports to 
terrorists. 

-- continue to present U.S. position on, and rational* for, 
withdrawal from Nicaraguan case before the international 
Court of Justice. Note: Tn* XCJ decision on the merits 
of tn* Nicaraguan case, expected in Hay, will spark 
Nicaraguan attempts to garner support for calls for the 
U.S. to comply with the Court's rulings, likely including 
a Nicaraguan approach to the UN Security Council for 
enforcement of the ICJ's ruling under Article 94(2) of the 
UN Charter. 


ADDITIONAL THEME IN CENTRAL AMERICA 

-- Europeans do not have a clear understanding of progress 
toward democracy in Central America, nor do they 
understand tn* threat to democracy posed by tne 
Sandinistas. The United States government cannot alone 
convey that story to Europeans. Tn* Central Americans 
should take on a share of that task. 


AUDIENCES 

Political and government leaders in Latin America and 
Europe 

Media in Latin America and Europe 
The Internationals 
Religious leaders 
Academics 


ijm 


rtrti 
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Not*s The following tnc** audiences nave r*«dy access to tne 
Amer lean news, media and to U.S. public opinion data. This will 
sff*ct tneir willingness to accept materials s.nd information 
aimed directly at tnem. 

European and Latin American delegations to tne United 
Nations 

Latin American and European diplomatic missions in 
Washington, o.C. 

Latin American and European journalists in tn* United 

States 


ACTIONS 

-- Make increased us* of WORLONET as an interactive medium 
foe explaining u.S. policy in Central America (among 
officials to o* sought as spokesmen on Central America see 
Vic* President Busn, Ambassador Walters, Assistant 
Secretary Abrams, and Amoassador Habib). 

-- Speech by president Reagan describing his positive vision 
far Central Americans. This should note out greatly 
increased economic assistance, including scholarship 
programs, and our identification with the hopes of the 
people of the region for a better life. The speech i.nould 
also not* that the door is open for Nicarsguans to share 
in this prosp*ct--if their Sandinista leaders will allow 
them the freedom to pursue it. This speech should u* a 
major event delivered on some appropriate occasion, 
preferably during the June 10-11 visit of the four Central 
American democratic presidents. Other possibilities mignt 
a* to nave the president speak to the CVS or during either 
tn* President Sanguinetti or president Aacona visits. 

-- A senior Administration official, perhaps Secretary 

Shults, should publicly unveil the second annual report on 
the implementation of the Kissinger Commission (or Jackson 
Plan) findings. This can be an opportunity to demonstrate 
that we recognise the North-South dimensions of the 
problem, and to stress tne affirmative part of our 
strategy. 

-- Tor Socialist International in Lima, June 20-23, State 
will instruct embassies in the countries represented to 
make demarches to party leaders. USIS Lima will try to 
place material on Central America in the Peruvian media at 
that time, and will also distribute ARA/LPO pamphlets 
presenting u.S. views on Central America. 


MWH 
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-- USIA will maintain a steady flow of A MPA.RTS to Europe mj 
Latin America to spaa* about Ctntcai America. Thtse wiu 
be arranged according to the ntads idtntifiad by posts m 
their country plans. 

-- In addition to continuous reporting by its own madia, USIA 
will distributa abroad incraasad numbers of copias of 
studias producad by ARA/LPD. USIA will encourage its 
posts in Europe to translata more ARA/LPD documants into 
local languages. 

-- DOD will continua its sarias of research/study 'ieminars in 
Latin Amarica on the Strategic Challenges to regional 
Sacurity. 

-- DOO and USIA will distributa tha 80-piaca slida 

prasantation "The Challenge and Response* to posts in 
Europe and Latin Amarica, USIA will considar translating 
tha show into local languagas, , 

-- Put ARA/LPD sponsorad "Arms Display - exhibit at Kay points 
in U.S. and ovarsaas. 

-- ARA/LPD will wort closaly with IO/UNP to prapara U.S. 
statamants and rights of raply in multilataral fora to 
countar Sandinista d is in for mat ion . 

-- ARA/LPD and USIA will ba praparad to exploit any 

Nicaraguan intransiganca at tha Esquipulas, Guatemala, 
summit (May 24-2S) , and at tha Juna 6 Contadora maating 
(possibla Contadora conclusion), and at Contadora 
- nagotiating sassions laading up to Juna 6. ARA/LPD and 
USIA will also prapara to support positions tatan by t-.e 
Central Amarican damocracias. 


ACTIONS (Latin Amarica) 

-- During president Duarte's traval to Costa Rica, Paru, 
Uruguay, and Brasil, May 9*22, USIS posts at aach stop 
promoted madia coverage; USIA madia covarad in depth. 

-- At tha Costa Rican inaugural. May a, tha U.S. delegation 
took tna opportunity to meat with Contadora and Contadora 
support country leaders to demonstrate U.S* support for 
thair goals. 




During visit of Uruguayan Pc es idiln ^rVgli ?he 1t i to 
Washington in June, Admin iitra1ion leaders will underscore 
U.3. support for democracy and economic progress, 
emphasising a positive vision, ratner than reiterating 
well -<nown American opposition to oppression. US1A media 
wiiTcover in full and also assist Uruguayan media 
traveling with the president. 


USIA will provide full media coverage and assistance to 
the working visit of Honduran president Ascona to 
Washington Hay 26-29. Appropriate gpotes by Aacona will 
fee played into Europe and Latin America. 


ARA/LPD will prepare a cable to Embassies in Central 
America instructing them to discuss with government 
officials, political, church, and labor leaders the need 
to tell the Central American story in Europe. A special 
effort will be made to persuade president Ouarte to begin 
a public affairs effort in Europe. 


DOO Policy Support Staff prepared special briefing and 
display materials on Central America for use at the 
meeting with air force chiefs of staff from 20 Latin 
American and Caribbean countries May S-9. Similar 
materials and briefings will be given to air force 
intelligence chiefs from 20 Latin American and Cariboean 
countries when they meet at Homestead AFB, Florida, in 
August 1936. 
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Oliver North*! Schedule 


uNlfLHdSu-itiS 


Thursday, May 2 


0930 Fortier Principal Only 

Mtg (his office 


1000- Honduran Security Grp 
1200 Rm 6210 


1400 Michael 8us$io 

(Blackwell - Job ?) 


Oliver North’s Schedule 
Friday, May 3 
STUART Speaks 


1130 Frank Gomez 


1200 


William A.B. Campbe 
Richard Melchin 
Canadian Conserved* 
Ctr met m IPF Dai; 


1630 



Darby Award by Vessey 
Chrmn’s Dining Rm 2£S 


1830 Sou Leiken/Bemie 

Aronson/Penn Kemble/ 
Mark Falcoff" 
Carnegie Endowment 


2000 


T A M B S over 


Oliver North's Schedule 
Wednesday, I’ay 1 


0700 Breakfast vAMsr^u 
m 2E872 


0930 Terry Arnold 
1030 Ken Khachigian 


1200 Lunch w/Messing 


1630 Special RIG Rn 6909 
(Motley/Darby) 


L a* 

1930 IF TIME WH Tour 


- ^ VQ »■ 


'■ tttlwUi.DfaaS5irrtr/S*ie6* ( | on JC^UC 

fnWfttonj of E-O. 12356 
5* v.^JMonal Security Council 
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nclassifsed 


OLIVER NORTH’S CALENDAR 
MAY 23, 1985 


9lLiSi_Nor th ' i Schedu l 


Friday, May 24 

0930 

COL John Hooker 

noo 

NSC Mtg 

1200 

Lunch in wh Mess 
Honor: Newt Omen: 


and Wife 
Elliott/Noonar 


By: 

\-*o -J - U*.Cbw'--i 











Partially flecla^ified'/fielflaSed on jfr/jfe < 
under provisions of LQ, 12356 
bv 3. Reger* Rational Security Council 
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847 


uNOLASSIFik.it) 


n octfi 3 3C~.e:j.e 

Monday, June 17 


1030 GEN Richard Secord 
Thomas Clints 
Adolfo Calero 


1515 Brief on Hijacking 

for Sen Denton WHSR 

1400 Richard Mathias 

Western Gulf (Buchanan) 
re: Nic FF promotional 
programs 


1630 Johnathan Miller 

{green for bearded one) 


1900 Bob Kimmitt "Bye-Bye!" 
Indian Treaty Room 


21 k''‘er N'or^n's Sch o^ » A 

TU**d 4 y ( Jun# jj 

0930 BiU 8odi* 
c *rl J«nkxn* 

1000 Fortier Mtg (Contn 


1600 JMP on terr m WHSR 
w/Bill Boyer {Hill) 


1900- WHSR w/Ba rb ara Nevingtc 
2000 Carl ft*ssell-Chanr.« 

and Rich Miller 

2030 Metro Club w/Tambs 


mm 


z* § 

y t*j S 

S> Jz T5 


Oliver North's Schedule 
Thursday, June 13 

Xjl_ 

Hu QvW-u 

1300 Michael O'Byrne 
Michael Hanson 
(DIA re CAJIT) 

1400 Donald Beattie 

Douglas Rekenthaler 


Oliver North *s Schedule 


referred by MAJ Helm) 

1500 srer'AV Lehman 4E686 
/5 30 3t 8TA 

/*53 i - 

1730 Elliott Abrahams 
Rra 7802 

UNCLASSIFIED 
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1 II t W 1 9 I 

<; j >! 3 :j 

» 8 8 i? " " " 

Week Ending 

MCI flccincn Jun « 

CO 

IhV-------_J 


r>HJfl$OAV. JUNE 27 
f 

in WtOAr. JUNE it in SATUfiOAr. JUNE a 

7 ' 9 

*•0 
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850 
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UNCLflSSIFIEO WsekEnd ; u n ® 
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OO Weak Beglnnln^/NULflSSIf (£0 

fcO October 



ur^ 
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BEST AVAILABLE COPY 
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Monday, May 


0730- 

ODSM WHSR 

0730- 

1045- 


0900- 

1100- 

Amb Dick McCormack 


1200- 

DRF Mtg on CentAm 

WHSR 

1100- 


*d*y. May 13 
0730- ODSM WHSR 
0900- OSG-TIWG WHSR 


RSOB Rm 198 


160 3- Amb Raich Swearing-In 

Stata {Ban Franklin fta) \ 

1700- RIG Rro 6263 jj 

Contadora 6 Azcona i 

1830- Rich Millar and __ ft 
Earl Du dla 


■&bQiv 


1400- Nat 1 1 War College 
1530 COL Buse (terr) 


1700- Nat'l Forum Founda* 
1830 tion (fcrb Kirkpatric 
Capitol Hill EF100 


Olivar North's Schedule 





Oliver North' Schedule 


Monday, May 12 

- ODSM WHSR 

- Amb Dick McCormack 

0- DRF Mtg in WHSR 
re CentAm 


0- Amb Raich Swearing-I 
Stata (Ben Franklu 

>- RIG Rm 6263 

ra Contadora-Azcom 


)- Rich Millar 













• r t f M ? r n 7 t n ni/nrn 11 j 


870 








































871 


Oliver North 1 ! Schedule 

Monday, June 9 

0730- 0D5M WHSR 

0830- Breakfast at MacD's 
v/Rob Owen 


Oliver North 1 s Schedule 

Thursday, May 22 

0730- ODSM WHSR 

0830- Mark Keiser 

0930- Clair George Mtg 
1000 w/Oakley Rm 7E26 


1230- Lunch HAGR w/Messing 
4 Ann Stone 


1030- JMP Mtg w/GEN .*mnon 
1100 Shahak 

Simhony 4 Zur 


1430- Ji a Morriaon 


_ lu.Ui. "v» yz* i- -i» i v j' 


1300 Michael Ledeen 


* 1500- OSG-TIWG WHSR 

r 1615 


1845- DEPART Dulles ****** 

! wark-- 


Oliver North's Schedule 


Thurs. Tune 5 


0730- 

ODSK WHSR 

0815- 

HA w/GEN Seamon 

0900- 

Earl w/T. Gillespie 
4 Jackie Tillman 


V —"- -( " 

1300- 

Mike Donley and 
interview (PROFs) 

1500- 

OSG-TIWG WHSR 


A Vi# - \Sr«s6 roia^ Vo* <>) 

<>4s 


^wer North je^hedule 

Friday, June 6 


7 m^^^ er Hotel 

Pre-ranei n discussion 

900- Terrorism Panel 
030 ^i^ussron 

\tv p| o r ung 

[i!<£ Grp 208 

iino- Jay Morrison 





872 


UNCLASSIFIED 


Ql±v* r North * > Schedule 
■Wednesday, Jul 9 

0815- Breakfast at HAYR 
w/Abe and George 

1000- FBI Brief (Bayse) 
1300 (Earl attends) 


Oliver North's Schedule 
Friday, July 11 
0730- ODSM WHSR 


1030- 


Meet Ledeen at 
SW Gate 


1100- Mtg w/Clarridge 
and Ledeen 

1200- Lunch w/Ledeen 

and Garment (sp) 


1430- OLN returns fra lunch 



icjUitt- 


Oliver North's Schedule 
Tuesday, July 8 
0730- ODSM WHSR 


0815- Breakfast HAYR 
w/Abe, etc. 


Amb Bob Anderson 

Lunch at Tiberio 
w/Ken Si'imanouchi 
(1st Sec Japan Emb) 
/9/5 K St (il 
- Rod McDaniel 


Bemie Aronson 

Rich to<He y' 

Dave Prsht.* 
Hon J* 1 1 1 1 : 

W^ 9V^. 
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r* 

oO 

4 


Oliver Norti 


MCLA SsiFim 



Friday, August 29 

0915- Steve Shock (WHMO) 
"personal" 5 mins. 

0930- OLN on CA Rn 4 50 
1030 Coalition of 

Apostolics Board 
of Governors 

1230- Lunch v/Noel Koch 
Jean Pierre 

< 

1415- Father Too Dowling 
OK-c 


LOCK-UP PHONE WORK 


3E - ■- sssai 

Oliver North*s Schedule 
Wednesday, Aug 27 
NO ODSM 

0900- 

LOC *^ * Ltoo 

1100- Michael Ledeen 

1230- Depart for Funeral 

1300- Funeral - Ft. Myer 
Chapel, Arlington 
Cemetery 
for Don Fortier 

1600- LTGEN Benard Trainor 

ll700- Rich Miller \ 


<r*% 




•jLjlorth's Schedule 
Tuesday, Sept 2 

0730- ODSM 
io*V- Qa^ 

•- M ichael Led een 

HHHB < FBI > 

♦ one^ 


1400- GEN John Singlaub 

GEN Robert Schweitzer 


1600- RIG Rm 6263 
re Panama 


A—. 






* 

- <\ .1 • 


Oliver North’s Schedule 
Thursday, August 28 

0730- Breakfast t|^^E808 > 
Arr.itage-flmi 
Michel-MoeTTering- 
Sanchez 


1000- Walt Raymond Mtg 

uoo- mi 

1300- George Van Eron 
1500- OSG-TIWG Rm 302 


INCLAS$IF!Er> 
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Oliver 
_ Frid 




0730- ODSH WHSR 



1000 - 

1100 


Hail and Farewell 
Indian Treaty Rm 


1100- RJG Mt q Rm 6263 

OLN leaves for the day 
from RJG Mtg 





0730- ODSM WHSR 

°*°o - $eri s-'/nh ck\ 

0900- Don Aaner 


_VpiRe 31' 

1**0 • COL John Ellerson 
New Milc^p El Sal 

***i -****>c*%>r 

• c*>u. 




Oliver North*> Schedule 
Wednesday, Oct 15 

1015- ICAF Ft. McNair 
1145 Dr. Edwin Timbers 
OLN on CentAm 





Oliver North's Schedule 

Thursday, Oct 16 

0730- ODSM WHSR 

0830- 8111 Comee 

1000- Walt Raymond Mtg WHSR 
Ca3tir.e-Kaaan chair j 

1100- Norm Bailey 

Bill Perry (hera) 

1320- VP w/Pandrau d (WWing) 


OSG-TIWG Rm 302 
Bremer-Adams-Ke1ly- 
Allen-Revell 

B‘ H tfc&eti blci ff 



876 
































































m'immmmwmtmt 
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Exhibit GPS-75 


uNClASSra 


Olivtr North 1 i Schedule 
Monday , June 1? 

1030 GEN Richard Secord 


mi 




Thomas Clines I 

Adolfo Calero 

1515 

Brief on Hijacking 
for Sen Denton WHSR 

1400 

Richard Mathias 
western Gulf (Buchanan) 
ret Nic fF promotional 
programs 

1630 

Johnathan Miller 
(green for bearded one) 

1900 

8ob Kimiflitt •Bye-Byel" 
Indian Treaty Room 

Oliver North's Schedule 

Thursday, June 13 

jHsssd* 

1300 

Michael O'Byrne 

Michael Hanson 
(DIA re CAJIT) 

1400 

Donald Beattie 

Douglas Rakenthaler 


H BHlHV 


referredby MAJ Heim) 

1500 
/ 5 30 
/*33 

17 JO 

STCrAV Lehman 4E686 

n)4*>k - Accst>Ci+floy 
Elliott Abrahams 

Rra 7802 

UNCLASSIFIED 


QUv * r Sorth 1 « < eh«dvi:» 
Tu*»d»y, j un * It 

0530 #IU 8odi« 

Carl Jenkins 

1000 Tortiar Mtg (Contras 


1600 JMP on tarr in WHSR 
w/Bill Boyar (HUM 


1900- WHSR v/Barbara Naringta 
2000 Carl fcissell-Channe 

and Rich Killar 

2030 Metro Club v/Tambs 


Oliver North's Schedule 
Friday, June 14 
"Calero/Walker Talks'* 
0730 ODSM 

0830 Breakfast v/Secord 
Sheraton-Carl ton 

0930 Thomas Patton 
Richard Lehman 
(tarr Charlie Allan) 


t*3C fc. t't/ tVhy 

/ (a*< 

1800 Leave for NY 


L 


Vc. a— - 






879 




























































































































































































882 







































































































































































































































































886 


Week Beglnnlni/NCLASSIFIED 

October 


m 
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« I • 1 I f • 
t »♦ H II 1| 14 'I 
*• *t it it j* it a 

» M H M V n 


UNCLASSIFIED'”* Ending 4 A 
/•*.**- January 
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394 








































































Friday# March 14 

0730 COSM WKSR 

0630 Srita/Dan 4 tha Wax** 
KtyAd*oa - Yellow Rn 


Worths Schedula 


Monday, March 17 
0730 ODSrl MHSP. 


1000 Mto v/hoataga 

fialiU# 2236 








896 




Oliver North * s^Schecjula* k * *• ^ ^ Oliver North's Schedule 


rriday, March 28 

0830 00SM WHSR 
Mtl) ffr*<Lkh*it M VR 
0930- Jack LeCuyer 
1015 (Don Mahley's) 

1030- Hick Klissas 
1045 ra Honduras 


Monday, March 31 
0830 ODSM WHSR 


1200 WHS;* Cluster Mtg 


1400 Arab Gene Douglas 


1500- Rra 4E8 30 Ikle - 

Abr&ras-flBBfcanchc 




Oliver North*s Schadula 
Tuesday, March 2S 


0730 

ODSM WHSR 

0930 

Tarry Arnold 

Neil Livingston 

1000 

Richard Farris 

1100 

Ron Hinckley/B. Earl 

1200 

WHSR Cluster Mtg 

1400 

Johnathrfh Millar 
Mitch Oaniels/Hinkel 
Penn (Campbell 



1930 

Stuart CODE OF HONOR 
Forrastvilla 

Methodist Church 

umasma 


Oliver North 1 s Schedule 

Thursday, March 27 

0730 ODSM WHSR 

0330 Breakfast HA - YR 
w/Spitz 6 Dan 
-Leatherneck Ball in NY- 

1000 Walt Raymond Mtg 

1100 Chris Arcos 
Jerry Clark 
Bill Walker 

■ <v U r>^ ^ ■w 

o%t P 

^4 '••Hi V » * 

1830- Ra 476 OLK on CA 
2000 w/Robelo 20 people 
(Dan 6 Spitz Grp) 




































































































































































’:»Lu»y onJEL'oXiiz/' 

* • UJidei pruvfcions Ot 12356 
15/1 Re^er, Niticna! Securii) Ceusul 
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Qlivir NogthffVdM 
Monday, Apr 21 

-NO 0 D S M 
$30- B^H|W4r Gama 


1500- OSG-TIWG Rm 340 
Oakljv-icoch-Moallttrlng 
I r-Allan <?) 


gchadulj 
Vu#»d«y, Apr j, 

OtJO- ODSK ''HSR 

noT Mt * 

1100 (KILEUK; Funeral ir. ST) 


11^0- Lunc^w/Cava a 

PI RnM 

fuaa 123 antra 


13 antranca) 


1600- Oan/Spitz and 
Biir O’Boyla 

1300- Aob Nobuo Matsunaga 
2000 B. Oay of Japanaaa 
Emparor 



Olivar North*! Schadula 
Thursday, April 24 


0730- OOSM WKSR 


m 1000- Walt Raymond Mtg 




Chris Christansan 


Oliver North’s Schadula 
Friday, April 25 


1000- John Hockar 

1100- Allan Ryskind 
w/HUMAN EVENTS 
ra Contras 
(Ban Elliott sugg. 


1400- IG Rm 6263 


ra tarr 4 Summit 

Tribute to Am Haros 
Capital Hill Club 
Governors Rm 


mi 




UNCLASSIFIED 


r .% ■ # * , < 


900 , 






90 
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Partial! CeciasyiittJ/Weased an JSAlhiZZ 
'Jrtdfir pfMfctoa of U). 12356 
by S. Reger, National Security Council 
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Oliver Hog 


MUMiFW 







0730- 

Thursday, Oct 2) 

0830- 

0770- ODSM WHSR 

1230 

1000- Walt Raymond Mtg 
in Roos Rm 

1230- 


209 


1130- 


Jackie Tillman and 
friend Nat _ 


/$ 3 o- a*Jt fiat/mcs# *vJo 

l^to • At\% 6 J 

1500- OSG-TING Km 302 



1630- 


Dr. Herbert Schandlar 
NDU 


1400- Dowling - 

Wash Hotal 9m 1033 

1445- GOOD-BY* RADZTMSXJ 

1500- Dr. Louis Schwarts 
Dir Dap Sac Sarvlca 

1615- CAM Nika Oackar USNC 



i 


Olivar NortVs Schadula 

Tuesday, Oct 21 

0730- ODSH WHSR 

OS00- Breakfast RAY* 

Tarry Amold-Owen 
Spits-Dan-Livlngston 

1045- FAWN arrives fa DR.a 

1100- A&b Gary Matthews 
_(Malta) 


1400- OLK on CentA* 

Rods .Rib | 

Financial Contributors | 
(Castine-Kagan) I 



f 4i 


1645- Leave Office 

1750- Depart Dulles 
TWA #890 




UNCLASSIFIED 


t 


•>: 

tl 


a ■ 

a i 


oo 




5* 


9 s 


5 

3 

s 

d 

o 

in 


33 3 


I s 

■ i 

a u 

**4 

o < 

»♦ 4 

* i 

n 

S 3 
< Z 


NV S 

oo e 

M t>4 0*" 


i 


%d * *> 

a i 5 

«*:S3 

r* >.« 
> 

8 41 91 

4 C U 

«h 4 

f w • c ^ 

3 3 >0 

• 8 
5S5> 
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^ 4 C C ■« 

4 4 

U O. U * 
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S? ! 
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£*: 

4 1 
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.r-n 


<N CLASSIFIED 


Ollvtr North 1 $ Schedule 
Friday, Nov 14 
0730- ODSi. 

1330- IDA Working Group 
1530 Panel (w/Gorman) 

1500- RXG/N (Abrans) 
1430- Fathar Dowling 


Ollvar No rth 1 « Sche dule 
Monday, Nov 17 

0730- ODSM WHSR 

1200- WH Hast Lunch 

McDaniel-Socamer 
Mayor BarcaIona 

1300- IG/N 



Olivar North’a Schadula 
Monday, Octobar 27 

0730- ODSM WHSR 


1100 - 


leCraff) 


1600- RIG Ra 6263 


Vlv^rCr, 

£7* 


Ollvar North*a Schadula 
Wednesday, Nov 12 

0815- Breakfast HAYR 

Arnold-Livingtton- 
Owen-Spitz-Oan 

1000- GEN Goman 
; l o O - %a» S, 

1200- Mr. Quinonaa 


1400- 


1530- 


San Pam SubCmta 
on Invaatigations 
Mary Vinson 
Howard Shapiro 
Dan Rlnzal 
w/RLE & Bill Perry 


Bill Cockall 

, V *' . 14». tc/ll&YcSt-J - uAfct* 

«j'ider of i 0. I • - 

hy Rfcj>er. fhVrrvj! Sic : 


• >. vT„ 


WCLASStfm 


fcasrrwf 
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pNolassif:eo 


Liver North* a Schedule 
Tuesday, Nov 19 


Oliver North*« Sch^ . ■ m 

Thursday, Nov 21 
0100 OOSH WHSR 


Arturo Crus, Jr. 


(car) 

Lunch Capitol Hill 
Club (300 1st St SE) 
v/Kuykendall, 
Blakeaore 4 Hunt* 
(car) 


_Mtg Room (?) 

Oaklay-Koch-Ric«• 

_ Allan 

Martha K. Lynttfi 
Spits-Rich Millar 
william J. O'Nail 
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Exhibit GPS-76 


«~,.»um ,Lnaair.ml y«r North'» Sch«dal« 





'Sra*-, - 2-t*? - > 


Honday, May 21 

0900 tfaltar Gold Room 209 \ 
Viav Tip# • 

1000 Larry Starnflald j 

1130 Bskar/Msasa/RCM/Shult^ 
Casay/Daman/Ogltsby i 
rti Conf. Nic Progran 

1300 Casay's Mtg ra abova 

1400 Jonathan Millar 1 

John Blaekan 
rai Nic papar/photos 


U00 Richard JMP 

1700 Hickay Mtg 

1800 John Lahaan Party 
for fill Staarman 


Olivar North/t Schadula 


Thursday, Apr 2$ 


WVjBulM-Md 


090^U^^a 

to CA 

- 103 0 S a htwid a r tas t iao n y 



1500 David Chav and 

Christophar Hicks 
Nav Positioni 
Coaptrollar of 
Currancy (Traasury) 

*.;,T. 3' e>' 

/■V*c< *‘C* ' 


v\»« 


KM* 


}> !**• 

I '' 


. / k&»eased «w 
.* v '■ E :■ 




UNCLASSIFIED 


* 

|v**- ^ 
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ivr Nor 




Olivtr North's Schedule 


Tuesday, $«pt 11 


Tuesday, Sept 11 


0900 Mt 9 w/Bill Na 
rt j bilateral 
Rm 368 

Jeane Kirkpatrick' 
Duane Clarridge 
(here) 

U*»- CSW CV83 

1400 XG/T Rm 2236 

Hoo - 


1630 






1000 Tarry Douglas 

r«i Goodpastor* 
mtg 


"TCtf orv% 

Vs*--. t.ra 

? 


Oliver North's Schedule 


Oliver Norths Schedule 




Fridayi Sept 7 

1000- Senior Advisory Mtg 
1130 Hickey/Poindexter 
Cast-West Basement 

1130 RIG Mtg Rm 6909 
pre-IG 

Nicaraguan flections 

1300 Mary Lavton-Justice 
Ra 6325 

w/Paul Thompson 


16 00 RCM v/Amb Lew Tambs 

U.J2, 

ISi* - Cm- W Vaj vv- 


Monday# Sept 10 


1000 - 

1130 


Prof Paul Wilkinsor. 
"Int'l Coop 6 the 
Problem of State- 
S ponsored-Tur r o r i sr 


1215 Lunch w/Rich Miller 
1607 Kev Hampshire 
Third floor 
Frank Gomes/Jon Millet 


1400 Prof Paul Wilkinson 

"Terr in W. Europe" 

1530 National Council of 

Churches--Roose. Rm 
Jackie Tillman 
(Mon-Mil) 

1615 Ollie North iMill 

1700 RCM Overall ♦ QSA 


(•NCLASSir.Ef' 
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UNCLASSIFIED 


Oliver North*a Sched^- ^ 

Monday, Sapt 17 



Amb Reich/Jonathan 
and Arturo Cruz, j ; 
Hera (Hie 392) 


Oliver North's Schedule 
Thursday, Sept 13 


1100 LTCOL Bill Farrell 
NAVWARCOL 

1200 Lunch w/Bob Helm 
Ester w/Fawn 
PNT Rm 3E822 


1400 


1500 Clarridge/Michel 
fen 6263 

re: legislation 


1930 Take Fawn's friend 
fo WH tour THX!! 



Oliver North's Schedule 
Friday, September 14 


1000 John Gunther HCL’SMC 



1 045 Berme McMahon (Our) 
JCS-Central America 

-non** 

1200 Arturo Cruz, Jr. 

Otto Reich 
Jonathan Miller 




1515 

1945 


Amb Robert Oakley 
mtg w/JMP 

Fawn leaves 


UNCLASSIFIED 



:t (•'»>*,' , 4 .» , | i OilA/V 

'■'rtf'.' mttu’iK of £.C. ]^3Mi 


914 


I ;iui;i t\Q<£ 

2iAV€f -Vorth^ Vchldfala 

Wednesday, Sept 26 

0850 Car leaves w Basecant 

0900 State Rm 1206 

Schneider** office 

re: C.R; 

1015 Car returns to OEOB 

U00* Jonathan Miller 
Arturo Crus, Jr. 

-cu.- 


|r*r 


tk>,. 

A O n O 

»* y 3 i 

e 9 o & 

>s s 

? ? a •* 

•o a o i 
r e «b e 
o c o *• 
n 4i *t a 

* =r n a 

r *1 

% ^ ti» 

> 3 < “3 

SS?3 

^ > C W 

||SS 

< y *i n 
**• O r* 

• HOI 

O HI HI 

nO 9 
«n wfl 
rr o O 
O vt ^ n 

UWft 

Cl HI o 
a * w 

• n > rr 

& ss, 

A H* 


Oliver Vorth^s Schedul e 
Monday, Sept 24 

1000 Andy Meesinf 
1100 JMP/GEN Lewi* 

v-a/ 


Oliver North's Schedule 
Tuesday, Sept 25. 


1200 Lunch w/Ron Franku.r 
Romeo 4 Juliet 
2020 K Street 


Or. Herbert Schandle 
Nat*l Oef Univ (Amy 
re: U.S. mil asst 
(knows Lilac and 
Philip Hughes) 


915 



Oliver North* t Schedule 
Tuesday, Oct JO 


0930 Ooug OUn 



Oliver North's Schedule 


# Wednesday, Oct 31 


0930 OOSM 
091S 

0930 Hike Welsh 

res OPG report a Itr 

1000 COL Adolfo O. Blandor. 
GEN Vessey/RCM 



1530 NSC Mtg on CentAm 

. 1100 

RCM/JMP Mtg CentAm 

Cabinet Room 

1215 

Lunch v/GEN Rice 
Pentagon Rm 2C840 





1830 

Pumpkin Paper* 
International Club 
18th a R Streets 
Casey 6 Silbermah 


Oliver North's Schedule Oliver North's Schedule 

Friday, October 26 Monday, October 29 


0730 OOSM 

1000 RCM Mtg v/Ro ckefeller 1100 Charlie Allen 

res pHB 

1045 Prof David Hall 
WARCOLLEGE 

lI3#ft»-Affto»Otte Reich 
Arturo Crus, Jr. 

Jonathan Miller 


120 * 





UNCLASSIFIED 


|£.^f 
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Oliver North’s Schedule 
Monday, Jan 28 


0930 Steven Trevino 
Benny Veteto 


U00 Dr. William Walsh 


1400 8ob Linhard 

Terr Research 

1430 Bob Reilly 

Tillman • Menges 
Reich - Miller 
"Constitutional & Lega 
aspects of U.s. 
involvement in CA" 


'Me.. 

n:^> - 





Oliver North's Schedule 

Thursday, Jan 24 

0730 ODSM 

09JL0- William Comee 
1000 


1000- Jennifer Thomas fC . Q . 
1100 Alan Bennett 

re: Quality Equip 
to Cl Salvador: 
Congress review 

1100- Bill Farrell 
1100 re: Terr Research 

M. 

1230 Mike Walsh 

1300 Felix I. Rodriguez 


1600 WHSR Dave Vario Brief 


Oliver North's Schedule 


Friday, Jan 25 


0730 ODSM 

0830 WHSR 

Citizens for America 
Lew Lehrman 
Reich - Miller 
Sanchez - Raymond 



ms - 


t 


** OVER 


3 


UNCLASSIFIED 



Otivf North*! Sch.dui., 
W«dn«*d»y, Jan JJ 


trttlMjiSIF'EO 



0930 Terrence Douglas 
1000 Mtg v/MacNamara 

w* - 



1200 Lunch v/Betsy and 
Ambassador Tambs 


^ C^tr- 


1700 NSC Staff Mtg 


Oliver North's Schedule 



Wednesday, Jan 16 

0930 

Jonathan Miller 
Prank Gomes 
Richard Miller 

1000 

Arturo Crus, Jr. 

mo 

John Hocker 

1300 

Nathan Adams 


1500- 

1700 


Alien 



1430 Morgan Smith w/RCM 
Or. Evan Peele 
"AADE Act in Nic" 
rwo-rv*--TWYUw 

1815 arM w/M^gr aP h« and 

McMahon 


^C3NCLASSIF:tD 







918 


Ollvtf NO 


■MHUUa Vt '^.touv. 


Ijorth'a Schedule 


Tuesday, ftb 21 


0100- Breakfast v/Rich Mori# 
*1000 Rap Alexander/Laach 

LA Program Hilton Ctr 
1000 Jefferson Dr NW 
Regents Am 3rd Pit 
Options for Cuba 

1030 Hichail Ledeen 


1043 Ron from CKF 


1200 

1300 


Mtg w/Oakley, 
and Gilbert 



Lunch Poraign Sarvica 
Club (ao with Oakley) 



1730 Schneider/Keel/Michel/ 
Mu1ford/Araltage/ 
McPherson R» 1206 


Wednesday, Pab 27 
1030 Pawn arrival 


1230 

1300 


Lunch v/GCN Calvin 
and My Burghardt 


CPPWG 



16JP Jim Hhtalan 
1715 Pawn laavat 


Oliver North's Schtdult 


Thursday, Fab 21 


0930 Bill Swope 

John Scharfa 

1000 Bob Linhard 
Bill Parrall 


17S3 Depart Dulles Airport 
(sea trip file) 



NCLASSIF’EB 


Oliver Worth*s Schedule 
Monday, Pab 23 
0900 Nathan Adams 
1009 

i66S--Premet*en-dBK-€a*vin 
(you're not going) 



1100 




ghardt 
k ic Brief 


i">00 -Sts 


Jroup Mtc 


t*erind s <<ro' 
EastsMing 

1700 


1713 Rod McDaniel 
19(D Al Keel 


cv 


Oliver North** Schedule * 9 ■ «U 

Monday, March 4 


0900 Bob Pearson "HELLO" 

0930 Miguel Walsh 

Willie Griffith 
Terrence Douglas 

1000 Tarranca Douglas 


niivar Norths Schedule 
Tuesday, March 5 


0900 



1200 Lunch v/Curt Winsor 




2030 CAPT John R» Allan 


Oliyar North*s schadula 



1000 


ha# ■ 

iloo 


1630 


Thursday, Fab 26 

Pras Mtg Oval Offica 

0910 

Gorman/Galvin/Vassav/ 
Wainbargar and Aids* 

0930 

Retirement Ceremony 

Ron Sabla Ward Ra 

1035 

Nathan Adams 

Lunch in WH Mass 
daGraff/Don Fortiar/ 

Gary Chasa/Barnia 

McMahon 

1500 


CA Briaf Ha 450 
Congrass Intams/Staff 
(150 add new spin pis) 


,V — ^ C.M 
1900 fawn laavas 


Ollvar Norths Schadula 
Friday, March 1 

Car laavas - Ramp 



lexers 
icars;ua 


1035 Car laavas - Hdetrs 


Raich/Ball/Fox/M 


1600 



Kuykenda 1 r-Ab ran 
Blair-Dickens-De- 
Bouchey-Raymond - 
Reich-Miller 


uNCLASSIF.’lP 



929 




ollvr North 

Tuesday# Kirch 15 

_0900 Cor# Support irltf 
to 201 

1000 GEN Paul Gorman lh#r#> 

iioo jyt **«»? b y* t ??J 0 ’ 

Cor# Support Eri#- 


1230 


1345 Gorman/Gat#s th#r#J 


1430 David Walkar and 
Sparkplug 



» wu«\u< 



llv#r North*# Schadula 
Monday, Apr 29 


0930 Richard Parris 
WiIlian Ro#m#r 


1630 working Grp Mtg' 
Xuykaada'' 


ill 



£ 



Ollvr North* > Schadul# 
Prida 

91$ _ 

0930 Arab Kolsy Handysid# 
Tarry Arnold 

0945 CAR 

1000 Ev#r«tt Diarman 

Pay bum Bldg to B360 
1115 CAB 


fc ' U. \ 

* * \%r 

4 "* r - \.ta« 

1600 CPPO Ht’q In WHSB 


1715 Ht? v/JPM t RCM 

191$ OC3 01nn«r 

Old Town PtMdt Inn 


ollvr y«rth'» schadula 
Monday. Hatch 16 

0315 Braakfaat Hayadams 
Kan Khachiqan 
Dava Wiqq 
ra: OPIC clam 


1000 Mika Haiah 

{drop off papar) 

101S- Ifl/T, 

1200 

1400- continuad IC/T 
1600 

1900 Biackiaa' Houaa of 
>»af (Dlnnarl 



{Wool Koch! 


uNCLASSIF'ED 



921 


CmiLfl.>^jppr) oUvw Horth-t SchyluU 
Oliver North 1 Schedule 

, Wednesday, lurch 20 

frldayi April 19 It 

A7Q fArtlAP Mfctf WHS A • ? nSOO 


0-9 20 Fortier Htg WHSR 
1000 Hawkins 1 Testimony 


1200 Lunch v/Dave Wopler 

_Larry Spivy 

WH Mess/Rayaond-Reich 


? 0900 

i 1015 COL Tad Cummings 
I (pass envelope) 

i HM ■ * >h><d 


1400 Jonathan Millar 


1500- ON Brief on CA Rm 450 
X530 Evangelical Protestant 
Media (Doug Holladay) 


1630 Reception for Gorman 
PNT Re 2E877 (Vessey) 

1930 Cocktail/Buffet^^^^ 


Oakley t or Mtun 

% CaN m 
****** 


Oliver Norths Schedule 


i 

Friday, Apr 26 

0930 

Arturo Cruz, Jr. CALL 

1000 

Mike Ledeen 

1130 

Harry B. 


Oliver North's Schedule 


Monday, April 22 
3920 Fortier Mtg vthsr (?* 

C-Lu*» 




1500 Darby Promotion/Detach 
ment Ceremony 
JCS Dining Am 

lie.' Cab 

mo 0+lta Airlines 

National Airport 


. 




922 


Oliver 


jjfliSStKtu 


Wednesday, Mir 27 


1iv»r North * % Schedula 
Friday, March 29 


0930 Dick Wood (Off) rei terr 
Selected Nat'l Sec Issues 
Pm'i Briefing Book 

1100 Molfo Cal arc 

1200 AAA w/OH 

1230 AAA v/Kuykardall (Owen) 

1330 

1400 SLnglaub and Calero 
1400 T1WG V«SR 

1600 Bye-Bye Diana Do man Rt 372 


1000 Robert Wood, NAVWARCol 
rat JMP 4 Global War G*:* 

1100 Jack Abramoff 

Grover Norquist 
Johnathan Millar 

1300 VP Pre-Brief ww 

1430 Ex Cmta IG/T Rjn 2236 

1530 RCM-JHP-GEN John Galvi- 
1630 Arturo Crua 



1830 Reception Shor*i Hotel 
Faith Huttlesey Boast 
Guest of Andy Messing 
1930 Dinner (business coat) 


2100 2 S£iiiiiiSL / i 

Fails" 


Oliver Norths Schedule 


Thursday, March 21 


0900- 

1200 

Core Supoort Brief 
Rm 208 

1030 


*-• —• 

m *— 

•- o 

<A O 

1 

JMP Drop-by Rm 208 
Core Support Brief 

1300 

Jack Abramoff < 

1500 

Amb Curt Winsor 

1600 

Oakley Wrap-up 
w/Brits Rm 1205 


jvC.i j, ^ z.«.t , 


Oliver North's Schedule 
Tuesday, March 26 

0930 Jonathan Miller 
0930 Rob Owen 
1030 GEN Richard Secord 
1130 Elie Krakowski 


n - - 

1730 Rm 208 Pub Dip re CA 

Buchanan-Reilly-Eilio: 
Reich-Miller-Holwil1 
Raymond-Burghardt 
North-Lehman 

r c... . jolW 3 h 


ONCLASSIFJEH 


r 
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OUv«f Nortel* waiissififa^ North*s Sch»Hi.^ 
Thursday, Apr 4 f lU5 Fridiy ' April 5 


0*00- ACM with AAA 
0930 

1000- Lehrman w/AAA WHSA 
1030 

1030- Pres w/AAA 
1100 

1120- ON Brief on Pol-Mil 
1200 and Human Bights CA 
A* 476 Student Body 
Presidents at GT, 
GW, AU, UVA 


1400 Jorge Mas (here) 
Burghardt/Aeich 


0730 OOSM WHSA 

0800 Task Force Mtg Am j 

0900 Jorge Mas 

1000- HDQTRS CMC (Tickets 
1200 



1530 Am 2236 Oak ley 

^mii i 

1730 Buchanan Htg Am 208 


Oliver North's Schedule 
Monday, April 1 


*t*o- 

3!uC —V 

1230 

Johnathan Miller 

1313 

LSG Regan's Office 
Shulti-weinberger- 
Casey-RCM 



1600 

PAG VP OCOB Rm 20B 

1730 

Kuykendall — AAA Mtg 


Oliver North*s Schedule 

Tuesday, April 2 

0930 Mike Ledeen 

1000 Prapare slides An 2: 

1015- RCM-Smell-Burghardt- 
1200 J. Miller-Brokaw 
Am 208 

1100 IG/T Mtg Am 2236 
1230 Oave Quinlan Lunch 

1545 Walt Raymond Funeral 


GomQh Te • Ua 







Cl: 

provitloaS d f.O. 17336 


IF'EH 


924 



. 





° ^Mum rnn 

Thursday, Apr 11 

C 930 $Mm 
0900 Bill Bode/Nestor Pino 
rei USSOUTHCOM and 


QUvc north*! Sc?h#d^ 

Monday, April 15 

t0930- ft* v/prat Monge 
0945 Oval Office 


1*3# 

M Schweitier 

Vjtx rw«H 

Carib Task Force Mtg 
Galvin.guest speaker 

1143 

Oan Mudd 

1215 

Lunch w/Amb McCormack 

1|30 

M|y^jg^ndaU 

184 5 

John Stenbit (TRW) 


tU. bee 


1400 Cabinat Mtg on 

Budget/Nica ragu* 



1515- ROM Speaks NRF -Tea 
1530 

1530- VP Spaaks NRF "Tea" 
1540 


1930. NRF Dinner 
JW aariott 


Oliver North's Sehadula 

Monday, April 8 

0830 ODSM WHSR 

0900 rortier Mtg Rm 208 
Nic Talk Force 

1000 Sol Sandara 

1100 Rob Owen 

1315 Lunch v/Tia Brown 
Old Ebbitt Grill 


Oliver North*s Schedule 
Tuesday, Apr 9 

0830 ODSK WHSR 

WtUU 

0930 Secure PHONECCS 
Fortier/Moreau 
Michel/Reich. :ort. 

1000 Arvb Richari y c.':r 
(replaced Ar.o 
Middendorf) 

1030 Rob Owen 



1345 Aaarican Enterprise 
Inst, for Pub Dip 

" gee a peaks 


uNCLASSiF'EP 


1400 • Sava Stepanovvt 
Sven Kraemer 

* *^-RAw>4uVv-v^ 

1700 NSC Staff Mtg 

M/S0 • 


it 9ac?r. JU'id* Cv' 






925 



OLIVER NORTH’S SCHEDULE 
MAY t, 1985 

1000-1400 Jack Kemp at. al, 


OLIVER NORTH 1 SCHEDULE 


1100 COL Martin Ganderson 
ra: low intensity 
conflict 


David Seisner 
Rain undo Arras 


2000 Farawall Dlnnar 
Andraw Graan 
Wright Rasidanca 


1530 Central America 

Public Diplomacy 
Meeting in Walt 
Raymond's office 


1630 Arturo Cru*. Jr . 

Johnathan Mills* 


at-**. 

■ if 1 l 


NCLaSSIF'ED 













927 


■tJMSSIKEPy 


•liver _ 

Thursday# Hay 30 

0730 OOSH 


01 ivtr North 1 « Scha<3u^ 
Friday, Hay 31 

0730 ODSM 


lioc - Cf. 

1230 Wycliffe Di ago 

Taofllo Archibald 


iWs 

<S*o- 

160 


Mika Bohn (CHF) 
rai TIWO Htga fl 


Trent Lott/Buchanan 
Capitol Hill Club Km 7! 

U«> 


'P* j . 




U4* 


fawn Mtg w/CMF Peocl 
1600 Buchans 


hanan Mtg ftm 208 

















































iNOLftSSIFIES: 


r North * s Schedule 


North-. Sc 








930 


UNCLASSIFIED 


Oliver North's Schedule 
Monday# Juno 17 



1030 GEN Richard Seeord ^ 
Thomas Clines 
Adolfo Caiero 


1513 Brief on Hijacking 

for Sen Denton WHSR 

1400 Richard Mathias 

Western Gulf (Buchanan) 
ret Nic FP promotional 
programs 


1630 Johnathan Miller ’ 

(9^een for bearded one) 


1900 Bob Kimmitt "Bye-Bye*" 
Indian Treaty Room 


Oliver North's Schedule 
Thursday# June 13 

JSs*s$ 


0j^liLXOr»h’, 

TutSd.y, j un# „ 

0930 Bill Bodie 
c *ri Jenkins 

1000 Fortier Mtq (Cont.-s, 


1600 JKP on terr ln wh sr 
w/Bili Boyer (HiUi 

1900- WHSR w/ Barbara Nmir_ 

2000 

and-Rich Hiller * 
2030 Metro Club v/Tambs 


Oliver Worth * a s^h»Hni- 
Friday, June 14 
"Calero/Walker Talks** 
0730 ODSM 

0830 Breakfast w/Secord 
Sheraton-Carlton 

0930 Thomas Patton 
Richard Lehman 
(terr Charlie Alleni 


1400 

!*3C ri. r* t / 

/^dv. cL / Ca •'O 

1800 Leave for SY 



iWii'J it r.l Li), tfafc 


931 





mu 


932 



GO 

im 



























































933 






























































934 







































m„ to 


935 


























936 















































937 


19 


Au8u$t* fllnn '^CLflSSIF!ED 


• ■ * • T $ J 

» 28 «S 2 « 






















































938 

























































































































940 


























































941 











































































































944 

































945 


01 iver 




ivr North's Schedule 


friday, March 28 


ODSM WHSR 
MtQ 8t*<Lkf* 


0830 

_ . SttOLkfctf M 
0930- Jack LaCuyar 
1015 (Don Mahley's) 

Nick KHssas 
1045 ra Honduras 


1400 Amb Cana Douglas 


Monday, March 31 
0830 ODSM WHSR 


1200 WHSR Cluster Mtg 


1500- Rm 4E8 
Abrams 




Sanchi 




Oliver Norths Schadula 

Tuesday, March 25 
0730 ODSM WHSR 


0930 

1000 

1100 

1200 

1400 

1930 


Terry Arnold 
Neil Livingston 

Richard Ferris 

Ron Hinckley/B. Earl 

WHSR Cluster Mtg 


Johnathah Millar 
Mitch Oaniels/Hinkal 
Penn 'Kampball „ 

iv^v, 


Stuart CODE OF HONOR 
Forrestville 

ifliS' 


Ollvar North's Schedule 
Thursday, March 27 
0730 ODSM WHSR 


0330 


Breakfast HA 


YR 


w/Spitz & Dan 
"Leatherneck Ball in NY* 

1000 Walt Raymond Mtg 

1100 Chris Arcos 
Jerry Clark 
Bill Walker 


ru, 9|S« \t 

0\tP 

1830- RA 476 OLN on CA 
2000 w/Robalo 20 people 
<Dan 6 Spitz Grp) 



■VvVC. 
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Exhibit GPS-77 


UNCLASSIFIED 

Oliver North’s Schedule Oliver North»t Sch^,.^ 

Monday, July 23 Tuesday, July 24 


________ 0*00 

iooo ■■■■■■■■ 


1100 Carribean Steering 
Group Briefing 
(v/Bill Coenen) 


1200- US/UK Luncheon at 
1400 Maiaon Blanche 




nt# 


1400- Mtg on terrorism 
1600 in WUSR 

i 

NOTE: RCM needs 

WHSR at 1615 


-*^ob ~T+jm*Jkr ' * 

TL— 

75 U- 


Oliver North's Schedule 
Thursday, July 19, 


1000 Pawn Leaves for apt 

1000 Walt Raymond Mtg 
Otto Reich 


1200 Lunch v/wood Parker 
at Transportation 


Oliver North*s Schedule 
Friday, July 20 

0845 Meet with RCM**** 

1200 h'5?G Luncheon Mtg 

Cabinet Room 
re: CA covert action 


1345 



1700 


Apt v/judge Clark 1430 RCM Mtg in WHSR 

re: CA legislation 




.'fcfeJtWfd -36 Jy/. V* 
,iotf f* CO ;?3b€ 


Swearing-in of 
A/nb. Piedra Rjn 474 


UNCLASSIFIED 






947 






948 


Oliver North 


Monday, August 20 


WU(SSIF’Eg_ 


North’s Schedule 
Tuesday, August 2i 


1000 COL Alfred Paddock 

Plant a Policy (State) 



1600 Pre-Brief for CNO Cane 
LCOR Cattidy/Bethea 
for Tiliman/Burghardt 
North OEO0 Mi 341 


1000 Prof Oavid Hall 
NAVWARCOL 

(friend of RKK/Unhari 
re: Interagency Proces 
a Grenada Resea rcr. 


1500' funeral Arlington Cm 
for Riley 


1730 Fawn leaves for the 
night 


Oliver North 1 t Schedule 
Tuesday, August 14 


Oliver North** Schedule 
Wednesday, Aug 15 


0830 Ed Hickey 





1030 Doug Olin 


1030 Amb Otto Reich 


1300 

Lunch v/Sol Sanders 
at HayAdans•Grill Am 

1500 

Ronald Kelly (Panama) 

1545 

Leave for Helms 
Swearing-Xn at 4:00 
Pentagon Mb 3E869 

1700 

Staff Meeting 

1800 

Bill Bode 

Richard Osborne 



949 


liver North 


rjesday, Sept 11 


0900 Mt? v/Bill Mar tic 
rei bilateralsf^ 
Am 368 

Jeene Kirkpatrick 
Ouane Clarridge 
(here) 

***** * 

1400 IG/T Rm 2236 
h«o * 


1630 


,URCUASSIF(EIL 


r North's Schedule 
Tuesday, Sept 11 


1000 Terry Douglas 

re: Goodpa stor 

ratg 


^o»oL.w.< 


Vu- ? 


1930 Cocktiil/Buffetj at 



Oliver North's Schedule 
Friday, Sept 7 


1000 - 

1130 


L130 


L 300 


Senior Advisory Mtg 
Hickey/Poindexter 
East-West Basement 

Rm 6909 

p— ^pre-lG 
Nicaraguan elections 

Mary Lawton-Justice 
Rm 632S 

v/Paul Thompson 


,6 00 RCM w/Amb Lew Tambs 


Oliver North*s Schedule 
Monday, Jept 10,/ffV 


1000 - 

1130 


121S 

1400 

1530 


W v ■■ 

IS**- Cm- W 

?> UNCLASSIFIED 


1615 

1700 


Prof Paul Wilkinson 
**tnt* 1 Coop 4 the 
Problem of State- 
on s o r r c r ; s r 


Lunch w/Rich Miller 
1607 Sew Hampshire 
Third Floor 
Frank Gomef/Jon Millet 

Prof Paul Wilkinson i 
-Terr in w. Europe" j 

National Council of 
Churches--Roose. Am ? 
Jackie Tillman 
(Non-Mil) t I 

Ollie North (Mil) \ 

RCM Overall ♦ Q‘ A i 


;,1ia*’y DPCl3$$fiisdyn3ieW6 o; 

•jn'r ;r;v- v * 4 : ■? 





950 


UNCLASSIFIED 


Cliver Sard's 

Monday, Sept 17^ 



Her* (ta 392) 



- iV-.i 


Oliver North's Schedule 
Thursday, Sept 13 


Oliver North's Schedule 
Friday, September U 


1100 LTCOL Bill Farrell 
navwarcol 

1200 Lunch w/Bob Hein 
Ester v/Favn 
PST Rm 3E822 


1400 RIG Mtg Rm 6909 


1500 Clarridge/Michel 
Rm 6263 

ret legislation 



HOL'SMC 


1345 Sernie McMahon C-r) 
JCS-Central America 


' hcv * 

1200 Arturo Crus, Jr. 
Otto Reich 
Jonathan Hiller 


1515 Amb Robert Oakley 
*t9 w/JMP 



1930 Take Fawn's frltnd 
fo WH tour THX) I 


1945 


HNClASSIFIFn 


Fawn Havas 




951 


Oliver Norths Schedule 
Tuesday* Oct 30 


'^CLASSIFIED 


er North's Schedule 
Wednesday, Oct 31 




0130 

ODSM 

0930 

Ooug OUn 

091$ 

HBHHI 



0930 

Mike Walsh 

re: OPG report 4 Itr 



1000 

COL Adolfo O. Blandor. 
GEN Vessey/RCM 

1530 

NSC Mtg on CentAm 

. 1100 

RCK/JMP Mtg CentAm 


Cabinet Room 

1215 

Lunch v/GEN Rice 


Pentagon R» 2C840 


1830 Pumpkin Paper* 

International Club 
18th 4 K Streets 
Casey 4 Silbennan 


OUw North'a Schadula Q ljy«r Morth'a schadui* 

Friday, October 26, MH Monday, Octobar 29 


0730 ODSM 

1000 RCM Mt9 WRo ckafallar 1100 Ch4rU * A ^«" 

rat eBB 

1045 Prof David Hall 
WAACOltEGE 

1130^ Ajeto-Otto Reich 
Arturo Crus, Jr. 

Jonathan Miller 




‘. rtibr.y DpJsss 1 ! «3/n;*ca3fr, 


•jrrCe r fL;-:: 
by 2 . frecer 


UNCLASSIFIED 


1*** 




952 


7 



Oliver North 1 1 Schedule 
Thursday, Jan 3,/7/S 


V 

*** S-~S 

'Sliir ■ iiUs. 

*5* to - 




OLLIE NORTH'S CALENDAR 
DECEMBER 20, 1>?4 


OLLIE NORTH'S CALENDAR 
DECEMBER 21, 1984 



1000 

MAJ Tom Linn of Quant 

1400 - Andrew Green 

1500 - Thurs .;roup Meeting 

1130 

re: Low Intensity 
Conflict 

amb Motley's office 

Vince, Lyle ar.d John 

Room 6909 


Kaufman 

1600 - Geoff Kemp perty in 

1S00 

Bob Kinwitt 

Indian Treaty Room 




* 


WELCOME BACK, OLLIEl 



/ftjieastd or 

under pwiu/is of £ 0. 12356 

) Oirtar X'f.r.ial C'MlftCll 


JNCLRSS1F1ED 



953 


UNCLASSIFIED 



giivr North * i Sch«d„^ I 
Monday, ja n 21, ! 


0930 Stavan Travino 
Btnny Vatato 


1100 Or, William Walsh 


1400 Bob Linhard 

Tarr Rasaarch 

1430 Bob Railly 

Tillman - Manges 
Rtich - Millar 
•Constitutional t lags’ 
aspacts of U.s. 
involvamant in CA" 




Olivar North 1 * Schedula 


Ollvar North's Schadula 


Thursday, Jan 24 


Friday, Jan 25 ; I9¥S 


0730 ODSM 

0930- William Comas 
1000 

1000- Jannifar Thomas trkru 
1100 Alan Bannatt ^ 9 9 
rai Quality Equip 
to Cl Salvador: 
Congrats raviav 

1100- Bill Farrtll 
1130 ra: Tarr Rasaarch 
u\q« *40 M* 

1230 Mika Walsh 

1300 falix I. Rodriquaz 


0730 ODSM 
0830 NHSR 

Citizens for Amarxca 
Law lahrman 
Raich - Millar 
Sanchst - Raymond 


1300 Arturo Crus, Jr. 
1400 



1600 



WHSR Dava Vario Briaf 


c 


OVER 


3 


«*• • Uky'WA 


UNCLASSIFIED 


•jndfcf provision: d £ 0 
?. Pectr. 



* P > 


75-986 0—88-31 




954 


JGLiSSIF'ED 


OllVT Norths 


SchaduW 


Tuesday t Feb 12 

0913- International Security 
1540 Relations Conference 
LTCOL Quitt 

(see ltttar*) 


1630 TIWC Mt 9 in Rm 208 
re: TOR 



1200 Lunch v/Bob Cate* 
at HO 


WOO Charlie Allan 

1500 Carl Boykin GAO Bna! 
Donald Baiardo 
Harry Coffman 
Murray Grant/deGraff 
"High Assessible Hasardous 
Cultural ra Terrorism" 


rtiivar Nort h** Schedule 
Friday, Mb • 

1215- Lunch W/ADM Moraau 
1400 


130 Mtg in R» 201 w/JMR 
ra« Lyla Cox’* trip 
to London 


Oliver North’s Schedule 
Monday, Fab 11, MS 


1100 Mt<j in Chain’s offira 
rat RMTC 

Burghardt recommends 

1200 Lunch w/Kuykandall 
Sam Dickens (ASCI 
Jim Denton (Forum*-,) 
Lynn Bouchey 



1530 Maurice Roesch (5 xri 


174 5 Mtg w/RCM 


iNCLRSSIFlEO 


— law w 

•yrtiaiJy Dfclassiiiedy&ilaSM on 


undfr pr&vlSionB of M -12356 
by 3. Reger* Kiticttl Secjri'* C‘^ r - 




955 


Olivar North 


Monday, March 4 


■;StwssiFits 


ivr North's Schadula 
Tuaaday, March 5 


0900 Bob Paarson "HELLO" 

0930 Migual Walsh 

willia Griffith 
Tarranca Douglas 

1000 Tarranca Douglas 



U00 Lunch w/Curt Winsor 


2030 CAPT John A. Allan 


Ollvar North's Schadula 

Thursday, Fab 29 

0930- Pras Mtg Oval Offlca 
0950 Gorman/Galvin/Vassay/ 
Wainbargar and Aids 

1000 Raciramant Caranony 
Son Sabla Ward R* 

1030 Nathan Adams 

1*00 Lunch in wh Mass 

doCraf f/Don fortiar/ 
Gary Chasa/Barnia 
McMahon 


1630 CA Briaf Rji 4$0 

Congrass Xntarns/Staff 
(150 add nav spin pis) 


Olivar North's Schadula 
Friday, March lj 


0910 Car laavas - Ramp 



1035 Car laavas - Hdqtra 


j?J is * *: /«? ciSfo or 
•jndcf precisions of £.0. 12356 
*y ?. Recer. Securi: r Council 

1500 Mtg Am 6256 

Raich/Ball/Fox/Milltr 


Blair-Diekans-Ct.-.tr.-.- 

Bouchay-Aaymond- 

Raich-Millar 


<o» 

100 Fawn laavas 



UNCLftSSliFIED 




956 


gRCLgSSIFIEH, 


Ojivtr Horf 

Wednesday, Mar 27 


livr North* i Schedule 
Friday, March 29 


0930 Dick Wood (QT) re: utt 

Sheeted Nat'l Sec Issutss 
Pres’s Briefing Book 

1100 Adolfo Galeco 

1200 AAA w/CN 

1230- AAA v/Kuykendall (Owen) 

1330 

1400 Singlaub and Calero 
1400 T1WG WKSR 

1600 Bye-Bye Diane Do man ft* 37t2 



1000 Robert Wood, NAVWAACOi. 
re: JW 4 Global War G&** 

1100 Jack Abramoff 

Grover Norquist 
Johnathan Miller 

1300 VP Pre-Brief wv 

1430 Ex Crate IG/T Rra 2236 

1530 RCM-JMP-GEN John Galvin 
1630 Arturo Cruz 


1830 Reception Shorfcn Hotel 
Faith t+Littlesey Roast 
CXiest of Andy Messing 
1930 Dinner (business coat) 



Oliver North»s Schedule 


Thursday, March 21 


0900- 

1200 

1030 

Core Support Brief 
Rra 208 

Mike Ledeen , _ 


Wy.pJV 11 i Ei m 

1100- 

JMP Orop-by Rra 208 

1115 

Core Support Brief 

1300 

Jack Abraraoff 

1500 

Arab Curt Winsor 

1600 

Oakley Wrap-up 
w/Brits Rra 1205 


y*C.i i, ; 


Oliver North's Schedule 
Tuesday, March 26/ HfS 


0930 Jonathan Miller 
0930 Rob Owen 
1030 GEN Richard Seccrd 
1130 Elie Krakowski 


1730 Rn 208 Pub Dip re CA 

Suchanan-Reilly-Ell::!- 
Reich-Miller-Holvi:: 
Raymond-Burghardt 
North-Lehman 
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unclassified 



OHvr SarJj NClflSSIF'Fn North * » Sch#d„^ 

Thursday, Apr i f lM5 Friday, April 5 


0900- ACM with AAA 
0930 

1000- Uhmm v/AAA WHSR 
1030 

1030- Pres w/AAA 
1100 

1120- ON Brief on Pol-Mil 
1200 and Human Rights CA 
Rm 4 76 Student Body 
Presidents at GT, 

4 GW, AU, UVA 


1400 Jorga Mat (Kara) 
Burghardt/Raich 


0730 OOSM WHSR 

0800 Task rorce Mtg Rm ; 

0900 Jorga Mat 

1000- HDQTRS CMC (Tickets 
1200 



1530 Ra223SOakley 
* 

1730 Buchanan Mtg Ris 208 


Oliver North’s Schadula 
Monday, April 1 


Oliver North*a Schedule 
Tuesday, April 2 
0930 Mika Ledeen 


*1*0 - 


1000 

Prapare slides Rr. 2! 

1230 

Johnathan Millar 

•— M 
*w» O 

o »- 
o o* 

• 

RCM-Small-Burghardt- 
j. Millar-Brokaw 

Rm 208 

1315 

LSG Ragan's Office 
Shults-Weinberger- 
Casey-RCM 

aw* 

1100 

IG/T Mtg Rm 2236 

-oo • 

1230 

Oava Ouinlan Lunch 

1600 

PRC VP OCOt ta 201 

1545 

Walt Raymond fur.eral 

1730 

Kuyk.nd.il — AAA Mtg 
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X Wednesday, Jan 5 

1 0730 ODSK 

I 1030 OEOfi VP Pre-8rief 


Rich Miller/Frank Gome 
Johnathan/Otto 


1700 NSC Staff Mtg 


Thursday, June 6 

1000 Fortier Meeting 
1030 | 

1200 Lunch w/Terry Douci 


1530 ON Speech on Terror 
to Monroe Comm Coll 
474 (for Gaston • 

1800 Retirement Merrill 
Kelly (Cameron St* 
Buffett ($13.00) 


1 |^ 
“• a> 

£ CjQ 

g o in 

£ ^ * 
=■ en 


Oliver North's Schedule 


Monday, June 3 


Oliver Norths Schedule 


1300 William Bodie 
Carl Jenkins 
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MEMORANDUM 

SE CRE T 

ACTION 


taGfcET i) 


NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 
March 20, 1995 


SYSTEM IV 
NSC/ICS-4003C0 

S 4 0S0 1 


MEMORANDUM 
FROM I 
SUBJECT: 


FOR ROBERT C. MCFARL^N 
OLIVER L. NORTHS 


E 


Timing and the Nicaraguan Resistance Vota 


Attached at Tab A ia the moat recant veraion of the chronology of 
eventa aimed at aecuring Congreaaional approval for renewed 
aupport to the Nicaraguan Raaiatanca Forces. This schedule 
results from the four communicationa/media meetings we have now 
. had with Pat Buchanan's ad hoc working group. Please note that 
the schedule contirues to focus on a vote at the end of April 
triggered by submission of the required report on or about 
April 15. 

In addition to the events depicted on the internal chronology at 
Tab A, other activities in the region continue as 
planned--including military operations and political action. 

Like the chronology, these events are also timed to influence the 
votet 


planned travel by Calero, Crus, and Robelo; 


various military resupply efforts timed to support 
significantly increased military operations immediately 
after the vote (we expect major Sandinista cro^aborder. J 
ittacks in this^imefraM^today' s resupply tc 
Ifrom^^B^^^^E'ent well) t and 





special operations attacks against highly visible military 
targets in Nicaragua. 


Some of these efforts will proceed whether or not the vote occurs 
as planned at the end of April. For example, today Bernardario 
Larios, former Sandinista Defense Minister, defected to Costa 
Rica and is now in Panama (you were briefed on this operation 
during the trip). Others, however, including actions by U.S., 
interests groups are very sensitive to the timing. Next week the 
networks auction their air time for 15, 30, and 60 second 
commercials during prime viewing hours. These groups are 
prepared to commit nearly S2M for commercial air time and the 
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40302 


production of various advertising madia, if va ara to retain 
their support, we must let the* know by Friday whether or not 
they should proceed. To the sixlsus extent we have tried to 
prevent the kinds of errors that will cost then financially or 
politically. Unfortunately, some, like the Young Republicans 
ad, gat *hrough~-this has been fixed. 

It is important that a decision be taken no later than noon, 
Friday, March 22, if we are to proceed with the events in the 
checklist (Tab A) and those activities which support a vote at 
the end of April. 

Senator Ourenburger plans to make a major speech on this issue at 
the National Press Club next Tuesday, March 26. Me should at 
least give hi* a sense of what to expect before he speaks. 

You should also be aware that Director Casey has sent a personal 
note to Don Regan on the timing matter. Ne are attempting to 
obtain a copy for your use. 

Worthlind has apparently completed an analysis on some recent 
polling data. It reportedly does not look good for a vote at 
this time. 

Finally, Jim Michel reminds that in yout meetings with the 
Central American Heads of State you told them that we would be 
quiescent during the early Spring, but that in April we would 
act. Jhis description fits either scenario>-going for the vote 
or a fallback option with sanctions. One way or the other, we 
need to have a decision. 


RECOMMENDATION 


4 


That you discuss this matter with Don Regan and urge that a 
decision be made on timing by noon on Friday, March 22. 


Approve 


Disapprove 


Attachments 

Tab A - Chronological Event Checklist (dtd March 20, 1985) 
Tab B - Young Republicane Ad 


SgCRBT- 
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Ha rchH2o40Wi^ 


CHRONOLOGICAL EVENT CHECKLIST 


February 21-28/ 1985 (completed) 


Event 


Send resource book on the Contadora process 
process to congressmen, media outlets, private 
organisations and individuals Interested in 
Nicaragua. 

FON to select articulate freedom fighters with 
proven combat records and to make them available 
for contact with U.S. media representatives. 

Assign U.S. intelligence agencies to research, 
report, and clear for public release Sandinista 
military actions violating Geneva Convention/ 
civilized standards of warfare. 

Prepare themes for approaches to Congressmen 
based on overall listed perceptions which will 
directly attack the objections listed above. 

Encourage U.S. media reporters to meet 
individual FDN fighters with proven combat 
records and media appeal. 

Contact internal eyewitnesses/victims to 
testify before Congress about their abortive 
attempts to deal with the FSLN (deadline 
March 15)• 


Responsibility 

State/LPD 

(Miller) 


NSC (North) 


NSC (North) 
(Raymond) 


NSC (North) 


NSC (North) 

State/LPD 

(Gomez) 


NSC (North) 
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March 1-1, 1985 


Event 


Prepare liat of publicly and privately 
expressed Congressional objections to aiding 
resistance and voting record on the issue. 

Provide State/H with a list of Nicaraguan 
emigres and freedom fighters to serve as 
potential witnesses to testify before 
hearings on aid to Nicaraguan freedom fighters 
(due March 15). 

Nicaraguan internal opposition and resistance 
announce unity on goals and principals 
(March 2, San Jose) (completed). 

. Request that Zbigniew Brzezinski write a 
geopolitical paper which points out 
geopoliticalconsequences of Communist 
domination of Nicaragua (paper due March 20)• 

Briefings on Nicaragua for key Congressional 
members and staffers. North on NU aggression 
and external involvement, Burghardt on 
diplomatic situation. 

Supervise preparation and assignment of 
articles directed to special Interest groups at 
rate of one per week beginning March 18 (exampless 
article on Nicaraguan educational system for NEA, 
article by retired military for Retired Officers 
Association, etc.). 

Assign agencies to draft one op-ed piece per 
week for signature by Administration officials. 
Specify themes for the op-eds and retain final 
editorial rights. 

Conduct public opinion poll of America 
attitudes toward Sandinistas, freedom fighters. 

National Press Club news conference for PDN 
commanders Bermudez, Tigrillo, Mike Lima 
(March 5) (follow-on Congressional visits 
(March 6) (completed). 

Martha Lida Murillo (9 yr old atrocity 
victim) visit to Washington--media interviews, 
Congressional visits, possible photo-op 
with First Lady (March 6-8) (completed). 

CeW f OENTt Aly 



Responsibility 

WH/LA 

State/H 


NSC (North) 
State/ARA 
(Michel) 
State/LPD 
(Reich) 

State/LPD 

(Miller) 

NSC (North) 

NSC (Manges) 


NSC (North) 

(Burghardt) 


State/LPD 


NSC (Menges) 


WH (Rollins) 


State/LPD 

(Gomez) 

(Kuykendall) 


State/LPD 

(Gomez) 

(Kuykendall) 

(WH/OPL) 
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March 9-13, 1985 
Event 


WH/Legislative Affairs, Stata/H and ARA 
complata list of kay Congressman intaraatad 
in Nicaragua. 


Xntalliganca briafing for White Housa 
Administration and sanior staff by CIA 
(Vickers, Room 206, OEOB, 30 minutes). 

Brief Presidential meeting with Lav Lehrman 
and other leaders of the influence groups 
working on MX and resistance funding. 

State/LPD and WH Media Relations prepare a 
list of key mediaoutlets interested in 
Central American issues, including newspapers, 
radio, and TV stations (including SIN). Where 
possible identify specific editors, commentators 
talk shows, and columnists. 


NSC update talking points on aid to Nicaraguan 
freedom fighters. 


Briefings in OEOB for members/Senatorst 
Shultz, McFarlane, Gorman, and Shlaudeman to 
brief Lehman (requires General Gorman to be 
placed on contract). 

Call/visit newspaper editorial boards and 
give them background on the Nicaraguan 
freedom fighters. 

Brief OAS members in Washington and 
abroad on second term goals in Central 
America. Explore possible OAS action 
against Nicaragua. 

VP at Brazilian inauguration. Discusa 
possible OAS initiative on Nicaragua with 
Core Four, Colombia, Brasil, and Uruguay 
(March IS and 16), 


Prepare a "Dear Colleagues" Itr for signature 
by a responsible Democrat which counsels 
against "negotiating" with the FSLN. 


cNWinrrNTiAL^ 
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R.ipon.lbllltY 

State/H(B.11/Fox) 
VfH/LA 
Stat./ARA 
(Mieh.l/Holvill) 

NSC (North) 


NSC (Raymond) 
(North) 


NSC (North) 
St.t./LPD 

(Hill.r) 


NSC (North) 


NSC (North) 
(L.hman) 


St.t./LPD(R.icht 
WH/PA 

NSC (North) 

OAS(Midd.ndorf) 
NSC (M.ng.a) 
Stat./LPD(Reich) 


VP (Hughe.) 


NSC (Lehman) 
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March 16-22, 1985 


Event 


Results due on public opinion aurvay to aaa 
what turns Americans against Sandinistas 
(March 20) . 

Joachim Maitre--Congressional meetings, 
speeches, and op-ad piacas. 

Review and rastata thamas basad on rasults of 
public opinion poll. 


Prasidantial drop-by at briafing for American 
avangalicals on MX and Nicaraguan rasiatanca. 

Congrassional haarings (Poraign Ralations/ 
Affairs) and tastimony by Nicaraguan emigres 
and atrocity victims. 

Prepare document on Nicaraguan narcotics 
involvement. 

SSC1 CODEL BoranjRocXafallar, McConnell, 
and MilsonfHBlim^Kor maatings with 
resistance (MarchlS^Tr) . 

VP in Honduras! meeting with Pres Suazo 
(March 16) . 

Argentina state visit! President emphasize 
need for OAS case (March 19). 

Pastora and Calaro meeting with 
Congrassional Hispanic Caucus (Jorga Mas) 
(March 20). 

Production and distribution of La Prensa 
chronology of FSLN harassment. 
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Responsibility 
NSC (Hincklay) 


Stata/LPD 

(Kuykendall) 

Stata/LPD 

(Raich) 

NSC (North) 
(Raymond) 

MH/OPL (Reilly) 
NSC (North) 

NH/LA 

NSC (North) 
(Lehman) 

Justice 

(Mullen) 

NSC (North) 
(Lehman) 


VP (Hughes) 


WH (Elliott) 


Stata/LPD 

(Raich) 
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March 23-31. 1985 



Event 

Rev. Vallardo Antonio Santelis (Pantacoatal 
Hlnistar atrocity victim)--Congressional/ 
madia maatinga (March 22-231 . 

McFarlane, Priedersdorf maating with kay 
Congraaaional laadarahip (Rm 208 or WHSR) to 
brief aituation and propoaad couraa of 
action (March 23-2S). 

Presidential breakfasts, lunches, and WHSR 
maatinga with kay Congraaaional laadara 
(March 24 through vote). 

Padro Juaquin Chamorro (Editor La Pranaa ) 
U.S. madia/apaaking tour (March 25-April 3) 

Praaidant to maat in Room 450 w/ a Spirit of 
Freedom," concerned citizana for Damocracy. 
Rapraaantativaa from 8 countriaa (180) 

(March 25). 


Ralaaaa of DOD/Stata papar on Soviet/Cuban/ 
Nicaraguan intantiona in tha Caribbean; 
poaaibla WH backgroundar. 


Diatributa Barnard Niatachmann papar on 
auppreaaion of Indiana by FSLN. 


Antonio Farach (Former FSLN Xntalliganca 
Officar)--madia and Congraaaional maatinga 
regarding Sandiniata aepionaga, intelligence 
actlvitiea. 


_to a vary private maating m 

Texas with key Congraaaional leaders ao that 
CODEL can hear unvarnished concerns ra 
Sandinistas and Democratic leaders' support 
for tha FDN. 


Ralaaaa papar on Nicaraguan madia manipulation. 

Publish and diatributa as 8tate Department 
document Nicaragua's Development as Marxlat- 
Leninlst State by tlnn Poulsan. 

Declassify Nicaragua's Developiaent as a 
Marxlat-Lsninlst State by Linn Jacobowlts 
PouTsen for publication as State Department 
document (clearance rag 
<K >Nr n * E MTttt b 

( 
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Raaponalbllltv 

Stata/LPD 

(Kuykendall) 

(Gomes) 

WH/LA 

NSC (Lehman) 
(North) 


Stata/LPD 

(Miller/Gomez) 


Stata/LPD(Raich) 
WH/PA (Sims) 


Stata/LPD 


Republican 

Study 

Committee 


(Kuykendall) 
NSC (North) 


Stata/LPD 

Stata/LPD 

(Reich) 


Stata/LPD 

(Blacken) 


•CQH ri pe nTiMi 
April 1-7, 1985 


komu 


Evint 


Request Bernard Nietschmann to update prior 
paper on suppression of Indians by FSLN (to 
be published and distributed by April 1). 

AEI* Sponsor nedia events w/print and 
television media for Central America 
resistance leaders (April 1*7). 

European Parlimentary delegation to 
meet with President Reagan (April 2)• 


Visit by Colombian President Betancur 
(April 3*4); possible Joint Session speech 
by Betancur. 

Proposed Presidential television address 
on Nicaragua (April 4)• 


Second round of SFRC hearings on Soviet 
bulld*up in region (Helms) (prior to recess) . 


CODEL visits during recess (April 4*14). 
Nicaraguan refugee camps in Honduras and 
Costa Rica (include visi t to freedom fighter, 
base camp and hospital!^ 



CODEL visit during recess (April 4*14) with 
regional leaders of Central America. Regional 
leaders convey importance of resistance fighters 


in NU. 


Administration and prominent non-USG 
spokesman on network shows regarding Soviet, 
Cuban, East German, and Libyan, Iranian 
connection with Sandinistas. 


Publish updated "Green Book!* distribute 
personally to Congressmen, media outlets, 
private organizations, and individuals 
interested in Nicaragua. Pass to Lew 
Lehrman and other interested groups. 


Distribute paper on geopolitical consequences 
of Communist domination of Nicaragua. 


Release paper on Nicaraguan drug 
involvement. 


CONFIDENTIAL 
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Raaponalblllty 

Stat./LPD 
(Black.n) 


Stat./LPD 

(R.ich) 

WH/OPL (R.illy) 

National Forum 
Foundation 
WH/OPL (R.illy) 


WHSpa.chwritara 

(Elliott) 

NSC (North) 

Stat./H 


NSC (North) 
(L.hman) 


NSC (North) 
(Lehman) 


WH/PA (Sima) 
WH (Buchanan) 
Stat./LPD 


Stat./LPO(Raich) 
WH/LA 

Stat./H (Fox) 


Stata/LPD 


Stat./LPD 
(Black.n) 
NSC (North) 


G OU TI P BUTIA t 
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April <-14. 1785 (During recess) 


Evnt Responsibility 


25 Central American spokesmen arrive In Miami CPA (Abramoff) 

for briefing before departing to visit 

Congressional districts. Along with national 

television commercial campaign in 45 media 

markets. 

Targeted telephone campaign begins in 120 CPA (Abramoff) 

Congressional districts. CXTXZEN8 POR AMERICA 
. district activists organise phone-tree to targeted 
Congressional offices encouraging them to vote for 
aid to the freedom fighters in Nicaragua. 

Lew Lehrman speaking tour of major U.S. cities. CPA 

Telephone campaign. 

Central American spokesmen conduct rallies CPA 

throughout the country in conjunction with 
CITIZENS FOR AMERICA activists ^starting 
April 12). 

Nationally coordinated sermons about aid to 
the freedom fighters are conducted (April 14). 

Naval Institute Seminar in Newport, RX 
(Lugar, McParlane (April 12]). 
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N 40310 


April 15-31. 1985 


Evnt 


Responsibility 


Nicaraguan Refugee Fund (NRF) dinnar, 
Washington, DC; President aa Guaat of 
Honor (April IS). 

Praaidantial raport to Congraaa on raaaona 
for ralaaaing funda to fraadoa fightara 
(April 15). 

AAA availabla to Waahington praaa. 


Central American spokesmen viait Congraaaional 
officaa on Capitol Hill (April 18). 

SFRC Nicaraguan iaauaa, open hearing 
(April 16-17). 

Waahington conference *Central America; 
Raaiatanca or Surrender* (Praaidantial 
drop-by?) (April 17). 

Barnes' subcommittee hearing on Nicaragua; 
Motley, public witneaaea (April 18) 

(2170 Rayburn, 2;00 p.m.). 

Praaidantial Radio Addreaa (April 20) . 


State/LPD 

(Miller) 
NSC (Raymond) 

NSC 

State 


State/LPD 

(Gosmx) 

Abramoff 


NSC 

Abramoff 


WH (Elliott) 
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April 22-29, 1985 


Evnt 


House Appropriations (Obey subcc-mittss) 
intslligsncs brief on Central Aaerica/ 

Latin America (April 23). 

Obey subcommittee (panel on Central America), 
public witnesses (a.m.)/Administration 
witnesses (p.m.) (April 24). 

Major rally in the Orange Bowl in Miami, 
Florida, attended by President Reagan and 
important Administration figures 
(April 28). 


Presidential calls to key members. 


SOM»PBHT l At 



70-88-84 
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Responsibility 


Cuban American 
National 
Foundation 
• State/LPD 

(Reich) 

WH (Friederadorf) 
NSC (Lehman) 
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April 30. 1965 
Evant 

Vota in tha U.8. Congraaa on aid to tha 
Nicaraguan fraadoa fightara (April 30). 

Praaidant laavaa for Europa. 






N 40312 


Raaponaibllltx 

MB (Priadarador ' 
H8C (Lehman) 


/ 
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PUBLIC DIPLOMACY PRESIDENTIAL EVENTS 

RjiflAkbiNfl NigAftXduA^ gggTjTOgl ' 


Evnt 


March 16-22, ISIS 

Argentina state visiti President emphasize 
need for OAS case (March 191. 

March 23-31, 1985 

Presidential breakfasts, lunches, and WHSR 
meetings with key Congressional leaders 
(March 24 through vote). 

President to meet in Room 450 w/*Spirit of 
Freedom,* concerned citizens for Democracy. 
Representatives from 8 countries (180) 
(March 25). 

April 1-7. 1985 

Visit by various members of European 
parliments who support the President's 
policies in Central America (April 2). 

Visit by Colombian President Betancur 
(April 3-4); possible Joint Session speech. 

Presidential television address on budget 
(April 4). 

Presidential meeting with AAA. 

April 15-21, 1985 

Conference on religious freedom; 
Presidential drop-by in Rm 450, OEOB. 

Nicaraguan Refugee Fund (NRF) dinner, 
Washington, DC; President as Guest of 
Honor (April 15). 

Presidential report to Congress on reasons 
for releasing funds to freedom fighters 
(April IS). 

Possible Presidential meeting with AAA. 

Possible Presidential visit with former 
Central American Presidents, Foreign 
Ministers, and Presidential candidates. 

Presidential Radio Address (April 20). 
eO N P TBB N T IAL 



Responsibility 


WH (Elliott) 


NSC (Raymond) 
WH/OPL (Reilly) 


WHSpeechwriters 
(Elliott) 

NSC (North) 


NSC (Raymond) 


State/LPD 

(Miller) 
NSC (Raymond) 

NSC 

State 


NSC (North) 

NSC (North) 
S/LPD (Reich) 


WH (Elliott) 
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Event 

April 22-29. 198S 

Proposed visit to Washington by 
Presidents Hongs, Duarte, and Suato. 

Presidential calls to key members. 


NSC (North) 
S/ARA (Hichel) 

WH (friedersdorf) 
NSC (Lehman) 


Major rally in the Orange Bowl in Miami, 
Florida, attended by President Reagan and 
important Administration figures 
(April 28). 


Cuban American 

National 

foundation 


April 30. 198S 

Proposed Congressional votej President 
leaves for Europe. 
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Exhibit GPS-81 


July 1, 1986 



TO I Spits Channel! 

r%Mi Bruce Cm«ob, Center for Democracy in the AmcIcii 

til Why tho President Woo on Contra Aid 


X« In partp it rai tho President vho von contra aid in tho House last 

week! Hii phono calls and other contacts with Mentors made a difference* 

“When a President gets to tho point that ho can pinpoint 20 people and work 
face to face with then! he's hard to stop! N Tip O'Heill was quoted as 
saying* **<>00 follow said ha had never spoken to a president and he was 
•wed. Bow do you turn down a president!" (Of the 11 Members vho rejected 
contra aid in Kirch and aade the differnce this tine by voting "yes," ve note 
three Members — Carroll Hubbard (D-CY), Chaleers Wylie (B-OH), and Larry 
Hopkins (E-KS) — vho turned because of a Presidential plea*) 

Unacknowledged by the Speaker was the President's address June 25, 
the day before the vote. The speech! written by former Mondale adviser 
Bernard Aronson, cannot account for one vote in favor, but it established a 
high moral ground and the intellectual basis for the bipartisanship* The nest 
day the Hew York Tines changed its tone r if not its position on contra aid 
ISO degrees. Majority Whip Ton Foley was forced to pay his respect to the 
president on the House floor, and House debate proved surprisingly 
civilised. All of this favored the consideration of tone font of aid, forcing 
»eabers to focus on the Mrits of the aid sMOdMats* 

Still, Wednesday's 221-209 victory cannot be attributed wholly to 
last-minute White House lobbying. The groundwork for this vote was being laid 
over a period of aonths. In this regard, three events stand outs 

1. The appointment of Ambassador Habibs Habib had great credibility aaong 
House moderates, including Howland, Snowe, Wylie, Frensel, and Bustamante. By 
mid-June he had been working Central AMrica over two months j he aade the term 
good faith diplomatic effort, and its eshaustion, more meaningful. In a memo 
last Kay (1985), I called for the appointMOt of a special envoy to Central 
America vbo was credible to Democrats. 


2. In May, three weeks of meetings between Arturo Crus, Alfonso lobelo, and 
Adolfo Calero, the three principals ef WHO, and the FDH political 
directorate. These Metlngs sat in motion a series of Masures (yet to be 
tasted) that could give more clout to noa-FDM forces (Crus and Hobelo, with 
whom most Keebers Identify), establish democratic procedures within UNO, and 
build a credible international image — something the FDJ1 could never do. As 
you know, I was In Miami 10 days out the three vtf k M ml** T haloed intervene 
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Hl th fcobelo and Crus to keep th t talks on track . I have since learned that 
the announced changes by UNO impressed Congressmen lay, Aspin, and Bustamante, 
threa Democrats who switched in favor of contra aid. The mattings and the 
changes neutralised opposition to the "contras" by making UNO reform a matter 
of open debate. And the modest reforma that were produced, which the 
Administration said it would encourage, showed the Adminstration could make 
go^S on its promise. By mid-June only Members who were going to vote for 
Barties/Hamilton could only disingenuosly question the reality of UNO reform. 


3. The McCurdy congressional delegation (codel) to Central America in early 
Jama* I convinced McCurdy to lead a codel in mid-May in the hope of 
acquainting awing members wiTh the leaders of Central America’s new 
democracies and letting these members decide for themselves the viability of 
Cootadora. All 13 Members came away horrified by the Sendinistas (they net 
with Daniel Ortega) and recognising them as the real obstacle to peace in 
Central America. It was also acknowledged that the Central American four — 
on their own, rather than under Contedora nations auspices — were the 
appropriate managers for any Central American treaty arragement. (In fact, 
when Contedora broke up June 6, it chose to lay low end pass the diplomatic 
bell to the Central Americans| thus Contedora played almost no role in the 
debate on Bouse floor June 25)* 

four members on the trip switched their vote in favor of military aid 
to the contras ~ Snowe (B-HE), Bustamante (D-TX), lowland (l-CT), and lay (D~ 
CA). leportedly, frensel (t-MH) also switched because of influence from lay 
and Snowe. I want to Guatemala to insure that President Cereso would mset 
with Members on their visit. 

All Members on the codel became convinced that any aid package to the 
contras had to include increased economic support for Guatemala, Honduras, El 
Salvador, and Costa lice as well. This new regional dimension proved 
extremely popular; the inclusion of economic aid to the region's democracies 
in the Skelton/Edwards amendment provided enough compromise end political 
cover for lowland (l-CT), Frensel (l-MM), and Wylie (l-OH) to vote for the 
substitute aendment. 


II. Against this background the Skelton/Edvards proposal, not the McCurdy 
bill, made more sense. Both proposals established a Bipartisan Commission 
that monitors negotiations, etc.; both called for more accountability of U.S. 
funds to the resistance, both gave large sums of economic aid to CA 
democracies. The difference turned on a second vote for military aid. 
McCurdy's second vote on October l, 1986 on military aid was untenable. Few 
members wanted to vote on contra aid again so close to the November 
elections. The resistance's need for anti-air defenses up front were 
imperative; their absence in the McCurdy bill hardly provided an incentive for 
the Sendinistas to consider negotiating (just the opposite). And yet the 
Democratic leadership would not budge on this issue. Bustamante, lowland, and 
Snowe consequently parted company with McCurdy, lobin Tallon (D-TN) and Dan 
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Mica (D-FL), thought to have been vavarlng, never joined the leadership. 

Meanwhile, Skelton/Edvarda provided both military aid up front and 
another vota on additional military aid, including tba delivery of baavy 
veapone naxt February. leaentlally, tbia vaa tha compromise poiition l bad 
advancad in Hay, though with diffarant flgureat |53 million, including 
y military aid, up front| $43 million ralaaaad upon a aacond vota. McCurdy and 
* tosa Members cloaa to hla navar accapead tbia ides, parbapa bacauaa of 
praaaura froai tha Houia leadership, I had hopad that a modification •• a 
Praiidantial lattar proniaing to raapact a tvo bouaa vota of disapproval naxt 
Fabruary •• vcMld cauaa aora Democrats to andoraa Skelton/Edvarda, Tbia Idaa 
alao provad unacceptable. 

In falrnaaa to McCurdy, It ahould bn notad that Skalton/Idvarda 
attracted votaa by taking vholn kay aactlona of tha baaic KaCurdy draft •• 
a. g., tha economic aid package, tha Bipartiaan Commlaeion. Also, McCurdy 
auccaadad in forcing tha Home laaderehlp to hold anothar vote on contra aid 
firat after tha president's request vaa defeated in March and than after tha 
April vota vaa aborted by tba Kapublicana. 


XIX* Soma ramarka on tha member a vho avitebed their votaa on contra aid. 

Eleven mambara vho pravloualy voted againat tha praaidant'a package in March 
evltched in favor of tha adminlatratlon'a propoaal. They included aix 
Democrate — Ua Aapln (WI), Mario Blaggl (**>» Albert Buatamanta (TX), 
Hubbard (CT), Marilyn Lloyd (TH> aod Richard lay <CA> — and five lapublicane 
— Bill Franaal (KM), Hopklna (IS), John Eovland (CT), Olympia Snova (ME) and 
Chalmere Wylie (OH) 


MMOCBATB 

Aapin, Lloyd, and lay vara not aurprlaaa, aod vara factored into our vota 
count, although aoma claim Aapln vaa undecided until tha vary laat moment 
Aapin pravloualy intended to vota for aid in April, do 1 loving bia trip to 
Nicaragua vith Bob Leikent it could be that tha delay in hla vota June 15 vaa 
to aava face bacauaa tha Fraaldant referred to him favorably on tha contra 
iaaue In hia Tuaaday apeech. Contra reform vaa vary important to Aapin. 

Lloyd had bean to tha rebel baaa can pa in March before tha laat vota, came 
back and voted againat aid, though promlaad on tha naxt vota aba vould vota 
for it. Ho big aurprlaa, therefore, and va knev aha vaa much influenced by 
Duarta'a convaraationa vith her, 

lay vaa one of tha c.oapoaeore of tba vinoing amendment, a member of tha codal 
Tnjune, and an abaoluta tiger on contra reform. Ha pereonally vent to Miami 
to evaluate tha outcome of tha contra meetlnge. 

Hubbard came out publicly Tuaaday afternoon and aaid tha Fraaldant hid 


1 «<*!’» 
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^convinced bit of the need for military old. 

Buit^ontt, t loading member of tho McCurdy group who speaks Spanish, fonatd a 
bond with Ctntral American Isadora on bit trip tbort in Juno. Ho also did not 
want to vote again on military aid In October. 

djag|i > « yoa vote it aora of a mystery. According to his aids, thara'a no big 
nows about tho switch) ho folt tho President aade a good case and ho want with 
it; Tho Hov York Tinea quotas Biaggi as saying, "The contras ara scoundrels 
and tho Sandinstas ara scoundrels,..but whan it coats to tho national 
interest, a tie has to go with the President." 


RSPQ1LXCAJB 

faoys was a member on the codal to Central America in Juno. Tho presentations 
by Carato, Duarte, Arias, and As cone moved her, and the aid package to the 
four democracies, plus Habib, convinced her there was a regional approach. 

Wylie claims to have bean impressed with economic aid package. Ho waa assured 
by President and Vice-President that allegations of contra corruption ware 
unfounded and convinced by administration that Sandioistas could not be 
brought to negotiating table without military aid. The Sandioistas hadn't 
dona anything in last ninety days. 

Hopkins voted because of a presidential plea. 

frontal 's negative vote in March was not emphatic; it centered on lack of 
regional policy; this time he felt the region was addressed. Influenced by 
Kay, Chandler, fnove and their terrible impression of Ortega and their 
positive impression of the other presidents. 

Howland doesn't regard his vots as a switch since this proposal was different, 
TTeTTThe economic aid package. Howland himself worked with Skelton on the 
economic aid language. He also thought a second vote was going to have no 
impact oo the Sandlnletas and would not unite the core 4 GA countries. 


109174 



1059 


y/ /y Jit/******/ .$*****/ I // 
//***/***t//'*f -/ / yffY O 


October 17, 1986 


Mr. Mitch Daniels 
Assistant to ths Praaidant 
for Political and Intergovernmental Affairs 
White House 
Washington, OC 20600 

Dear Mr. Daniels: 

Enclosed la sosie of our most current work In support of 
President Reagan. As l am sure you will agree. Issues have 
been coming fast and furious. We are doing the best we can. 

I wish we were more successful. 

On South Africa, we ran to ads In the Washington Times . 
We sent lobbyists to Capitol HIM to try to turn the tide 
and we sent scores of sis 11 grams to Senators asking them to 
sustain the President's veto. I have enclosed a copy of our 
newspaper ad for you. 

on SOI, we ran $60,000 worth of ads in Washington, O.C. 
urging the Congress to Increase the budget two weeks before 
the Iceland meeting. (Television schedule enclosed.) I 
personally gave a letter to the President regarding SOI. we 
put ads in the October 17th Washington. TIMS and the 
October iSth n mm York Times thanking the President for his 
support of SOI. In addition to these television efforts, we 
have just spent $60,000 on newspapers. 

On the campaign, we are supporting candidates who 
endorse SOI. This will Involve the use of radio and 
television in 7 states beginning the week of October 20. If 
you wish to see our ads, they'll be available Tuesday 
afternoon on October 21. Please call me at 662-8700 If you 
want copies of the ads. We hope to spend $300,000 the last 
ten days. 

The National Endow m ent for the Preservation of Liberty, 
my lobbying group Sentinel, and my two federal pace, Anti- 
Terror Ism American Committee and the American Conservative 
Trust, have all been Involved in the above projects to 
support the President's agenda. If we can be of help to you 
In the future, we welcome the opportunity. 

Very sincerely. 


Spitz Channell 


A 0029644 
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* October *4, iMk 09 1 09 ACT/MEM. (10/23/M) peg* t 
l. Woatorn Ooals/Nctwork Mwrlet 



C. solicitation strategy 


1. we're not being Militant enough 

2. review hi dollar contributor remits 
(LIsm) 

3. send a letter on Hassenfus out ASAP 

D. Western Goals rnport to Barbara Newington 

E. Larry McOonald Memorial Project 

P. western Goals: 4 page newsletter of Network 


Amer lea 


1. Angela: input proposal on computer 


Q. press pass for Tom Wahle 


H. design Western Goals fund raising ph 

I. Kuykendall: letter from Steve Symms 
supporting Network America 




J* Mclihany: owes Western Goals money (advance 
against a book never written) 


M. Hill Potomac Group 


A. send letter to prospects asking thorn to 
become cllents 


ill. Rich Ml Iler 


A. What will be the extent of the Freedom 

Fighter's public relations program In 19877 

IV. David Fischer 
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October 24, ItM 00:0C ACT/NEPL (10/13/00) page 2 

A. Ito o o Mooting 

0. PW than* you letter 
C. OR thank you meeting 

O. John 0 Nancy Ramsey Mooting 
E. Pentecoot Mooting 

P. Dole mooting: of tor Novoobor 4th 

V. Curt Horgo 

A. laws of Europoan philanthropy 

8. what UNO can and cannot do In tho us (what 
aro Stato Department rostrlet Ions?) 

VI. Bill For Ienza 

A. rent 41,000 names 0 0,000 Western Goals 
contrIbutors 

B. send SOI totter out ASAP 

C. analysis of Western Goals direct mall to 
contrIbutors 

D. Forlenza: Western Goals Status Report (extra 
copies) 

VII. Nicaragua 

A. develop a plan for the Nicaraguan War 
tnfonsatlon Service 

1. dally video tapes (actualities) 

2. follow the Model of Afghanistan 

3. research books on how press treated 
Vietnam 






a. Mike lacobelllsr literature on 
press treatment of Vietnam In 
scholarly journals 


4. RR to siake an aggressive speech 
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October 24, 19M MiM ACT/NML 110/89/M) MM 9 


nobility of the Freedom Fighters* 
MUM 

b. we're there to get rid of e 
Coawuniit regime 

o. give dreen on outline of the speech 
on Tuesday 

d. RR should change the context 


I. don't let the left do It 


e. RR should have UNO there 


B. Bob Kagan: State Dept: get an appointment 
for the last week of October re: Nicaraguan 
Support Qroup (by conservatives) 

C. Wesley Smith: contact for CAFP program 

D. design CAFP program for Jan - March 

VIII. SOI 

A. "Pledge to Support SOI to the End": 
membership campaign 

B. meetings to arrange 

1. Richard Perle 

2. Bud McParlane 

3. Ed Luttwak 

4. kuykendalI 

C. Whittle Johnston 

D. Lichtenstein: review Sentinels proposal 

E. Q: what is the role of direct mall In 
educating the population? (vs. tv, radio, 
newspaper) 

1. budget: $150,000 per week. 

2. ask Goodman, Biakemore, Flnklesteln 


A 002C 








August 15, 1986 


Mr. Robert Kagan 
Bureau of Inter-American Affairs 
O.S. Department of State 
Washington, DC 20520 


Dear Bob: 

This is in regards to the IAPA meeting in 
Vancouver, B.C. in September. 


Best, 


Penn Kemble 



<\V“ 

10$4 


United States 

mformmvon 

Agency 

kV«Aw>0fon. D C 20547 


December 12# 1965 


Mr. Penn Kemble 

Institute for Religion and Democracy 
Suite 930 

729 - 15th St., N.W. 

Washington# D.C. 20005 

Dear Mr. Kemble: 

Thanks very much for accepting oar invitation to meet with the USIA 
officers who will be returning from Central America this weekend. 

The meeting is set for December 16# and the session in which you 
will be participating is scheduled to begin at 3:45 p.m. 

The USIA building is located at 301 - 4th St.# S.W.# an easy walk 
from the Federal Center S.W. Metro stop. Please ask the security 
guard to telephone my office (485-6644) from the lobby so that we 
can clear you into the building. 

The objective of this orientation program is to help key USIA 
officers stationed in Europe develop the capability to explain and 
defend U.s. Central American policy more effectively at their 
posts, airing twelve days in the region they will have met with key 
leaders and observed each of the five countries first-hand. The w * 
meeting in Washington is to provide an opportunity for them to 
report their observations while still fresh and to share views with 
Washington officials and others involved in Central American issues. 

The session in which you and Bob Leiken will participate should 
provide additional perspectives and a chance to discuss them. I 
would suggest that you plan to speak briefly (10-15 minutes) about 
how you see PROOEMCA's role developing. Bob Lsiken will make an 
equally brief statement about the situation in Nicaragua. And the 
remainder of the meeting# hopefully# will be devoted to questions to 
both of you and to diseyAaion. 

I hope you find this a useful way to proceed. 

Looking forward to seeing you# 


Sincerely, 


Donald E. Mathes 

Deputy Director# Policy Staff 
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EUROPEAN PERSPECTIVES ON CENTRAL AMERICA 


Washington Program Day 
for 

EU PAOs 

Central America Orientation Tour 
December 16, 1985 
Room 800 - US1A 


8:45 a.m. Welcome - Director Wick 

Introductory Remarks - Michael D. Schneider, 
Acting Associate Director for Programs 

9:15 - 10:45 On-site Observations/Public Diplomacy Issues 
PAOs De-brlefing and Discussion 
Moderator: Philip W. Arnold, Chief, 

Policy Guidance Staff (P/G) 

10:45 - 11:00 Coffee 


11:00 - 12:00 latest Polling Data on Central America Issues 
Dr. Nils Wessell, Director, 

Office of Research (P/R) 

12:00 - 2:00 Lunch 


2:00 - 3:30 Public Diplomacy Strategy for Europe 

Discussion leader: Amb. Otto J. Reich, 
Coordinator of Public Diplomacy for Latin America 
and the Caribbean (S/LPD), Dept, of State 

3:30 - 3:45 Coffee 


3:45 - 5:00 Other Perspectives 

Views from Private Sector Observers 

Mr. Robert S. Leiken. Senior Associate 
Carnegie Endowment for International Peace 

Mr. Penn Kemble, Pounder and Member of the 
Executive Coonittee, Friends of the Democratic 
Center In Central America (PR0DEMCA) 


* 

I 


t ' ' / % 

V - V 



********* 





October 24, ISM 02<0* ACT/NEPL (10/23/M) page 4 
IX. Telwen 


A. Mike* statements of Congressmen end Senetore 
who*re supportive of Teiwen 

1. request e list of Conoresssien end Senetore 
who*re supportive of Teiwen frosi the embassy 


x. 


xt 


Constitution 

lYukt 


A. flritg Awl Hii Statu* of Llbarty list 

8. Rick Manning: Net lone I .Rif le Assocletlon My 
went to co-sponsor our Const l tut lone I Minutes 

C. design Constitution Project 

0. phone •> (202) PATRIOT 


tybu y&t) l . 

Nlcereguen Book 


A« The Struggle for Nlceregue 
8. Contributors 

1. Cherles Robb 

2. Henry Kissinger 

3. Uri Orlov 

4. Cheveehenko 


xii. AdmlnlstretIon 

A. Mer I Mesengi RR letter response 

8. reservet Ions et Herltege Foundetion: Nov 17 

* 10 

C. CRC: Rlcherd Nixon letter 

0. Kris: President's Club ertlcle from Fund 
Re I sing MenagcMnt 

Ex Warms: 1980 contribution report 
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April 5 - 1986 11:23 ACT/NEPL (4/5/66) pt|< 9 


1. msybe Green will refer ue to an 
International lawyer In Geneva 

D. briefing contact for 8DI to be referred by 
Green 

1. Sven Kraemer, NSC: invite to lunch at 
Hay-Adams 

2. Green will brief Sven flret 

E. will recommend executive director for Western 
Goals 

F. call Sick Stone (banker). 358-0663 (H) — 
contributor prospect 

1. have Fawn have Green call Stone first 

O. calls to make: 

1. Ellen Garwood 

2. John Ramsey 

3. David 6 Paula Warm 

H. trip to Dallas 6 Corpus Chrlstl 

1. Bill Carls 

2. Bunker Hunt 

3. Mrs. King 

I. Christian Broadcasting Network re: half-hour 
broadcast for Spite 

1. network into their radio 6 tv feeds 

2. Pat Robertson 

3. Green to contact 

J. Congressman from mld-TX re: contributor 
prospect 

K. Secretary of State contributor referral, see 
Elliott Abrams 

L. Sasakawa research 

M. O’Boyle: Douglas process for oil extraction 
from low producing wells 


A 0020600 
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Introduction 




Public Affairs Strategy 
for 

Spiti Channell 4 NEPL 


A^yvytj 

t£i 


This document is a strategy paper designed to help NEPL and 
you defuse the controversy caused by the recent libelous 
accusations made against you. This a prepared with consul¬ 
tation from several of your senior consultants and reflects 
our best judgment on the means to put these scurrilous 
charges behind you. We suggest you review this document 
with your attorney, advertising agencies and other consul¬ 
tants not part of IBC, David C. Fischer * Associates, and 
the Kuykendall Co. 

PREMISESi 

1* The Iranscam money charge made anonymously by Senator 
Kerry and picked up by the Lowell Sun, Miami Herald, 

UPI and NBC-TV, as well as in lesser degree other major 
news organisations is a lie. 

2. The accusation, coupled with the above charge, that Lt. 
Colonel North coordinated your educational and campaign 
expenditures is patently false. 


FACTORS GOVERNING STRATEGYs 

1. Liberal Democrats on Capitol Bill have used, and will 
continue to use, the charges to strip you of your 
ability to help the President. 

2. Conservatives and conservative fundraisers are angry 
that you raised money from people they must count on 
for contributions and therefore have dried up as a 
funding source for them. 

3. You are the head of several diverse organizations and 
are the single focus of this and future news stories. 

4. Some of your consultants and ad people have confused 
the issues with reporters and your statements have beerr 
used largely to reinforce the notion of North's control 
over your activities. 

5 . —you have an arsenal of truth and an army of supporters. 

But they must be mobilized. 


A 007?177 
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CONCLUSION: 

we must begin a three-track program designed to defuse the 
original allegations# cut off Congressional action against 
you and put you back on an even keel. 

The three tracks are as follows: 

TRACK 1 - IRANSCAM ALLEGATION 

JANUARY 15-16, 1986 

CONTROLLED RELEASE - Through a controlled media release 
using selected interviews# we will demonstrate the 
dubious nature of these allegations, with the Coopers 
4 Lybrand income audit# we will destroy the allegation 
that you got Iranscam money. In the same interviews we 
will drop the fact that we are preparing libel proceed¬ 
ings against the Lowell Sun# UPI# Knight Ridder and 
possibly NBC-TV. This will demonstrate our credibility 
and make it possible to deny# believably# that North 
coordinated your activities. 

The present list does not include reporters we might 
select from the stack of messages you received. They 
are as follows: 

CBS-TV -- 

Washington Post — Tom Edsal 
The New York Times -- R.W. Apple 
Wall Street Journal -- 
Baltimore Sun -- Karen Hurser 
New Republic — Pred Barnes 
Human Events -- Tom Winter 

Time -- Barry Seaman (Still open for discussion) 

AP — (Still open for discussion) 

After the interviews are completed and we have gone 
through one news cycle# the consulting team will 
present one of two options for the announcement of the 
1987 Central American Freedom Program: 

OPTION 1) - News Conference# January 19 or 20 
National Press Building 

OPTION 2) Controlled Release# January 19-21 
With Political Writers and Editors 


TRACK II - CONGRESSIONAL FOES AND FRIENDS 
JANUARY 5-23 

The select committees ace not even convening until late 
January and early February. But# during this time# 
staff members will be picking their targets. We should 

_ - 2_ t;----- 


A 0077178 



1073 


jpove quickly to reassurei our friends and to placate our 
new-found antagonists. " 




We will use copies of checks until the Cooperi 
Lybrand audit is through! and only with trusted 
friends. The schedule of nestings and who will attend 
will be handled by Dan Kuykendall in conjunction with 
Lyn Nofsiger and I.8.C. The present targets are broken 
out in three categories: our friends who can publicly 
aupport us now; reasonable members who have not sup¬ 
ported us but are men of fair play; and our new antago¬ 
nists who should be forced to see the truth. The list 
includes all the contact possibilities. 


FRIENDS 


Broomfield - 
Trent Lott - 
Dick Cheney - 
Bob Dole - 
Bob Michel- 
Orrin Hatch - 


Dan Kuykendall (DK) 

Dan Kuykendall 
Dan Kuykendall 

DKr Dave Fischer! Lyn Nofziger 
Dan Kuykendall 

Dave Fischer! Dan Kuykendall 


RESPONSIBLE MEMBERS 


Dante Fascell - 
Sen. Boren - 
Sen. Rudaan - 
Sen. Trible - 
Bill Richardson- 
Kika de la Garza - 
Claude pepper 
Dan Mica 
Sen. Graham 
Dave McCurdy - 
Ike Skelton - 
Bustamante - 


DK# Steve Schwarts! Penn Kemble 
Bruce Cameron! Penn Kemble 
Dan Kuykendall 
Dan Kuykendall 
Frank Gomez 
Dan Kuykendall 
Penn Kemble, Denise O'Leary 
Penn, Denise O'Leary, DK 
Denise O'Leary, Steve Schwartz 
Penn Kemble, Bruce Cameron 
Pen Kemble, Bruce Cameron 
Dan Kuykendall 

if 


ANTAGONISTS 


Unreasonable 
Senator Metzenbaum 
Senator Kerry 

Reasonable 
Jake Pickle 
Cong. Coleman 



When these are each contacted and the Coopers s Lybrand 
audit is made public, the issue will be greatly defused 
on Capitol Hill. 


- 3 - 
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TRACK III - POLITICAL TRACK 
JANUARY 5-20 

The Whitt House, State Department and NSC must be 
reassured that there is no validity to these charges. 
All your consultants will be contacting past and 
present officials to share the Coopers t LybTand audit 
with then and to create an understanding of the differ¬ 
ent organisations and media used in your programs. In 
this way, we can start sone independent sources feeding 
the journalists at the same time we establish a reser¬ 
voir of sympathy among Reagan supporters for the 
terrible way NEPL was libelled. There will be no list 
and each consultant will be responsible for his own 
contacts. 


we will reconvene a full strategy group next week to begin 
preparation of documents and videotapes for the media. We 
counsel that until that time you refuse all interviews. 


\ 




- 4 - 
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United States Department of State 

Auitumt Secretary of Slat* 
for Inter-A merican Affair* 

Washington, D.C. 20S20 
October 17, 1986 


Mr. Carl Russell Channell 
President 

National Endowment for the 
Preservation of Liberty 
Suite 350 South 

1331 Pennsylvania Avenue, N. W. 

Washington, DC 20004 

Dear Spitsi 

With the passage of the Skelton-Edwards amendment 
in the Bouse and the Senate's reaffirmation of its 
earlier support for aid to the Nicaraguan democratic 
resistance, we are beginning a new, historic chapter 
in U.S. policy toward Central America. This new hope 
for democracy in Nicaragua could not have been achieved 
without your assistance. 

Your dedication to the democratic cause and your 
tireless efforts in telling the story of Nicaraguan 
suffering at the hands of the Sandinistas were crucial 
elements in developing the public and political 
awareness that resulted in Congressional victory. 

You have set both a standard and a challenge to 
which we must all aspire if we are to be successful 
in Central America. 




A 0036817 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINOTON 


October 22, 1986 


Mr. Spitz Channel, President 
American Conservative Trust 
1331 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Suite 3S0 

Washington, D.C. 20004 


Dear Spitz: 

As X watched events unfold in Zeeland last weekend, X could not 
help but think of you and the day you and Dan Kuykendall shared 
with me your research on the Strategic Defense initiative.' 

P 

As far as I know, yours was ths only organization that not only 
fully graspsd ths strategic importance of SOI but also undsrstood 
the political significance of the program, as part of our 
rebuilding America's defenses. The research that you shared with 
me at that early September meeting was extremely helpful. In 
fact, you may have noticed that the results of your very extensive 
polling has been the basis for remarks that the President himself 
has made. 


In the next couple of weeks, as the President travels across the 
country, he will be emphasizing the importance of a stronger 
America protected by SDI, our strategic defense against nuclear 
attack. Getting that message out is important to our keeping the 
Senate and, you know the Republican majority is essential to 
achieving the President's goals for the next two years. 


Thanks again for sharing the research with me last month and for 
all the support you and your organization has given the President 
and his initiatives* It makes 4 difference to have friends like 
you. 


Deputy Assistant t 
Director* Office of 



e President 
litical Affairs 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 
washinoton 


October 28, 1986 


Dear Spitzt 


Congratulations on your efforts on behalf 
of SOI. The cause is a great oner and we 
shall prevail. 


Best. 



Patrick J. Buchanan 
Assistant to the President 


Carl Russell Chanuell 
2032 Belsont Road, H.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20009 
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January 6 , 1117 


10:61 ACT/NCPL <1/6/67) paga \ 

Si &SHv fX'X'Ym 


C4L- 


Wes ttrn Ooa l a _ 

X new fiU«r _ to Wiilins 06a ra confF Ibutors 

1. 6 o a nailing on the Oarman radio program ASAP 

2. try tha raport format uaad by Linda Quail; covar lattar from 
a big naaia 

6 . Mcllhany: owe* Western Goals monay (advanca against a book navar 
wr I ttan) 

C. western Goals projacta: 

1 .terrorism f I ima 

2. Nicaraguan aid lattar 

3. put paopls on tha radio (pay to put thorn on) 

I. Or in Hatch 

II. Jeremiah Oanton 

III. problem: how far ahaad of tImo do wa book thorn? 

0. WO analysis: % of $ from WG contrIbutors/NEPL contributors 

li. Waatarn Qoals-Curope 

A. mast with Franz Joseph Strauss 

1. gat a lattar from Strauss saying "We rsaiiy naad you over 
hors...(to broadcast tha eonsarvat Iva massaga to all 
Germans)" 

B. moot with Oarhard Lowanthal 

1. 7 mlnuta film a Bari in wall 

2. dsvalop a script{contact young man • Chackpoint Chari la 

Museun 

3. "how tha torch will moan so much to Germans" 

4 . 3 mlnuta massage from Prlnca of Prussia 

C. radio station offer 

1 . Frlaborg available now 

2. Stuttgart later 

3. 10 stations In total 

4 . total investswnt available: $60,000 

I. CPC has comm I tad $20,000 (not dua til Spring) 

II. 20-26% par year return on Investment 

ill. with each 6 % ownership, owner gats to broadcast i i /2 
hours par weak on any subject of tha owner's choosing 

a. political candidates can only bm^ )oken about in 
tha 2 months before tha electlon v — / 

b. can make political commentary at any time 

5. what la tha listening audience for each radio station? 

6 . how many government owned stations are there? where? how 
many listeners? 

0. Constitution Project 

1. $1 - 1 1/2 million Is being requested to co-sponsor ads 

l. our Chief Justice resigned to participate in this 
projectl 

2. Mercedes Benz 

3. BMW — Strauss 

4 . Lufthansa V 7 

6 . Volkswagen Pi/* 1 

«. oi« Coie K-t?L O fD v 

7. Senate of Berlin 
6 . Gerhard Lowanthal 
6 . status of meetings with companies 

E. contact in Arlington, VA: Hanns-Seidel Stlftung/Foundation 


Keff 1 ^ 
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1 . former I y Tioused at -- 

2 . why contaot them? 

F. prl new Lou 1 ti Ferdinand a Char lottenberg 

l. got sample German invitations from Burkhard 
Q. Torch for Froodoai 

1. good dates to srset: June t7 or August 13, 1987 

2. find out when RR wl11 corns to Berlin for 760th anniversary 

I. best time la August 13 

3. Lowenthal: will investigate 2 ways to have the torch 

4. Lowenthal: send NEPL Nicaragua tapes asap 

6 . professionally videotape the lighting of the torch in Berlin 
to show to contributors who can't attend 
6. Burkhard: photos of the Berlin wall at night (check Liam's 
books f irstWtfefcl 

H. Communists at B rf iy U University 
1 . send us your report 
2 * get It translated 

3. what other Investigations do you want to do? 

4. get Bob Dornan cover letter 

6 . headline: "RR authorizes SOI research money to be given to 
Commun I st scientists" (do a m e mo in Linda Quail's style) 

III. South Africa 

A. arrange a briefing on how to submit a bill to end sanctions on 
South Africa 

B. briefing on current law and how long It will last; find out if 
any De m o c rats said the current bill was horrible 

C. call Keegan In Eliot Abrams office to determine all this 

D. Kuykendall: where Is present law vulnerable? 

1 . how can we cripple the current sanction law? 

IV. Oavld Fischer 

A. Meese meeting 

1 . first with staff person to discuss Meese's participation in 
the Constitution project 

2. DLC: draft of endorsement tetter 

3. bring list of Constitutional law experts so Meese can pick 3 

4. schedule 3 dinners 

6 . list from Honor Meese Dinner 

B. I let of Elsenhower Building contributors 

7. Lyn Nofzlger lists 

8 . National Steering Committee membership recommendations 

B. RR thank you letter 

C. RR thank you meeting 

O. John 6 Nancy Ramsey meeting 

E. statue of resume of Barbara Newington's friend (attorney) 

F. status of sets of photos 

1 . King 

2. Garwood 

Q. Bill Simon sieetlng 

H. Berger Information: who's on Steering committees 
l. Or In Hatch: mailing llstsl — Oavld knows (meeting?) 

J. meeting with Justice Berger on Constitution project by Jan is 

K. SDI meetings: David to arrange; due by end of Jan 

1 . Mike Curb 

2. Joe A Hoily Coors 


ft 0020914 
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_3. BH I Marriott_ 

4. David to make Mat by Jan 16 of National Sponsora 

L. David will do llaaon work for Mast Germany 

M. David: Bob Dolei list of 20 pooplo to Invito to Future of 
Freedom meetings 

N. status of RR meeting with Bill O'Neil 

O. Lyn or David Flecheri how are you with Regan? 

1. arrange an appointment with Regan on Nicaragua 

P. Lyn or David Fischer: can we get through to Joe Coors7 

V. Curt Merge 

A. laws of European philanthropy 

B. what UNO can and cannot do In the US (what are State Department 
restrlotions?) 

C. National Rifle Association—PAC: why doesn't their report show 
store expenditures? 

D. British foundation — ASAP I 

E. direct stall development 

1 . how did FCM get Its direct stall off the pround (process)? 

I. NCPAC 

II. High Frontier — 

2 . to be better in direct stall, do we need store publicity? 

3. do we need an important signer? Dole? 

4. steetlng with new direct stall people ASAP 

VI. Bill Forlenza 

A. analysis of Western Goals direct stall to contributors 

1 . Vlguerle steetlng 

2. Bruce Eberle steetlng 

3. Mike Thompson steetlng 

4. Steve Wlnchel 1 steetlng 
6 . Brent Bozell steetlng 

B. Forlenza: Western Goals Status Report (extra copies) 
vim Lyn Nofziger 

A. arrange a steetlng with Richard Wirthlln to discuss what his polls 
show after the election 

B. Lyn or David Fischer: how are you with Regan? 

1. arrange an appolntstent with Regan on Nicaragua 

C. Lyn or David Fischer: can we get through to Joe Coors? 
vim. Nicaragua 

A. develop a plan for the Nicaraguan War Inforsiation Service 

1 . dally video tapes^(actualitles) 

2. follow the stodel of Afghanistan 

3. research books on how press treated Vietnam 
I. Mike facobeiils: literature on press treatment of 

Vietnam In scholarly Journals 

4. RR to make an aggressive speech 

I. nobility of the Freedom Fighters* cause 

II. we're there to get rid of a Communist regime 

III. give Green an outline of the speech on Tuesday 
Iv. RR should change the context 

a. don't let the left do it 
v. RR should have UNO there 

B. Bob Kagan: State Dept: get an appointment for the last week of 
October re: Nicaraguan Support Group (by conservatIves) 

C. Wesley Smith: contact for CAFP program 

A 002<>«12 
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D. design CAFF program for Jan - March 
C. moating on Nicaragua with consultants 

1 . what wo did right and wrong ~ 

2 . what wo need to do for the next go-round 

F. C-span tape of Ml speech on Nicaragua — request from Fawn 

1 . can we ueo dips from itr 

IX. SOI 

A. 'Fledge to Support SOI to the End's me m b ership campaign 

B. meetings to arrange 

1 . Alchard Perle 

2. Bud McFarlane 

3. Ed Luttwak 

4. Kuytcenda 11 

C. whittle Johnston 

O. Lichtensteins review Sentinels proposal 

E. Qs what Is the role of direct mall In educating the population? 
(vs. tv, radio, newspaper) 

1 . budgets $100,000 per week 

2. ask G oodman, Blakemore, Flnkiesteln 

F. revise *My Dream' broohure 

1. Jane's World Aircraft (from Washington Times) SOI quote (Nov 
20 to Dec 7) 

2. picture of Ml 4 Gorbachev in Reykvlck saying goodby 

3. quote of Ml; *l*m not going to give away SOI" 

4. graph: *72 or *77 thru '07 spending on SOI (compare Soviet 
vs. US) 

0. headline; 'Democrats Control Congresst SOI Doomed* 

6 . headline In center of covert Year of Crisis 

7. deadlines end of Oecember 
x. sob Dole 

A. 'What ConservatIves Must Do to Save the ftcugan Agenda* 

B. Future of Freedom seminars in Jan/Feb 
x 1 . Green 

A. tour of Berlin Waili 

B. NEPL contributors 

1. have all been called for Green fund? 

2. oa11 Barbara Howell 

3. call E A MorrIs 

C. Fred taeher 4 Greens walk on the wull at dusk 
xil. Ed Luttwak 

A. where are the budgets? 

8 . Blueprint for Paao c rsoles — February, 1SS7 
1 • 20 poopie 

2. Kissinger, Kirkpatrick to participate 

3. Rft sieetlng to welcome-part lei pants (e White House) 

4. hold at Hay Adasis hotel; February 20 through 27, 1907 
0 . develop a publication from the meetings 

0 . we'll get stenographers to take verbatim transcripts 
7. Luttwak will bring research assistants 

C. new topic; religion as a motivating force In revolution 
0. Oecember 10; Bob Dole 4 Ed Luttwak meeting 

1. Dole; 'Crisis in American Foreign Policy: The Commies Tate 
Over the Senate* 

2. Topic: Guerilla 


A 0020916 
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(aa a nodal for how democracy 


3. Topic: How tha Soviets Do it 
should taka ovar countrla*) 

XIII. Dan KuyksrvCa'l 

A. who did tha *R fI in for tha Republican party 6 who contrIbutsd? 

6. I lata to acquire 

1. taglas 

2. Sanatoria! Trust 

t. Const Itutlont list of Congress Iona I supporters (due by 1/20) 
arrange dinner with Paul Craig Roberts (Georgetown), Dole 6 Ed 

Nlasal 

status of Nixon swetlng 

suggestions on who we should Invite to tha Nixon event 
arrange dinners on Constitution projeot for all fund raisers with 
Kuykendall, Dole, David FI sober 
South Africa: where Is present law vulnerable? 

1 . how can we ripple the current sanction law? 
l. review sieetlngs with new prospects for CPC 6 DLC — who can 
Kuykendall introduce us to? 

XIV. Terror Isis 

A. arrange swat Inga (not constituency on ant I-terror ism) 

1 . Ray Kline 

2 . Koopenaan 

B. Green's staff to apeak on terrorlssi 



1 . 
2 . 


C. 


Bob Earle 
Craig 


0 . 


xv. 


XVI 


XVI I 


arrange an day In Jan/Feb on terrorlssi .— 

1 . get hostage Jacobsen to speak (Green can get) 

2 . Terry tfalte to speak 

Terry Arnold Conference on Terrorissii what Is the status? 

Taiwan 

A. Mike: statements of Congressmen and Senators who*re supportive 
of Taiwan 

B. request a list of Congresmsen and Senators who're supportive of 
Taiwan from the embassy 

Constitution 

A. title: "To Live Free" 

B. Whittle Johnston 

1. Adame or Jefferson wrote an essay on how the Constitution 
should properly be celebrated (get oitation) 

Important point: our Chief Justice resigned to do this projecti 
Rick Manning: National Rifle Association stay want to co-sponsor 
our Const I tut Ione I Minutes 
phone e: (202) PATRIOT 

RR film: 3 to 6 minutes on the Constitution 

1. show on first or last day of Constitutional Convention 

2 . budget: 6600,000 

3 . play on all networks nationally 

Kuykendall: review list of National Sponsors to see how many he 

can get In 30 days 
celebration in September 

, Nicaraguan Book 

A. The Struggle for Nicaragua 

B. Contributors A 0020917 

1 . Charles Robb 


C. 

0 . 

E. 

F. 


G. 


H. 
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8 . Henry Kissinger 

9. Ur I Orlov 
4. Cheveehenko 

XVMI. Administration 

. Angela* kt«o t flit for CMC* now contributor a by direct mall 
. Mike* Woo torn goals provlouo mall Inga to CSC 
. Mike* Hold book* Palm Spring's Who's Who 
. Mike* Washington On-Lino Inquiries 
1. Funderburks for Sonata 
a. Linda Chavoi for Sonato 
I. Marl Masong* Ml lottor rosponao 

F. reservation* at Heritage Foundation* Nov 17 a IS 
0. CMC* Richard Nixon lottor 

H. Krlo* Frooldont'a Club arttolo from Fund Raising Management 
l. Warms* 1666 contribution report 

j. Sob Vastlno raoos—sndatIon* ad man* Roger Alloa, NYC, John 
Kraueoher, Alios C oaoiun loot Iona 

K. Nicaragua* wo have 72 contributors to Nicaragua according to CRC 
( 11 / 10 / 66 ) 

1 . who has them? 

2 . how much has boon raised from each? 


A 0020910 
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August 25. 1986 


Memo to David Fischer 


RE: 

FROM: 


Draft memo for Don Regan 


Spitz Channel I, Nations 
Preservation of Liberty 




In January 1966, the National Endowment for the 
Preservation of Liberty and Sentinel Initiated a $4.1 
million educational and lobbying campaign which eventually 
reached 25 states. The purpose of this 8 month campaign was 
to give support to President Reagan's Nicaraguan policies 
with special 'focus on the Freedom Fighter aid package the 
President submitted to the Congress for approval In January. 

Many consider this effort to be the largest of its kind 
devoted to supporting Ronald Reagan on a foreign policy 
Issue In the past 6 years. 

Television educational and InformatIona I messages were 
broadcast by the National Endowment for the Preservation of 
Liberty In 49 Congressional districts and the Dlstrlc of 
Columbia In varying degrees of Intensity from March through 
August (139 days). Ads were broadcast In dlfficult-to-win 
Congressional districts whose Congressmen were undecided as 
to their vote for or against Freedom Fighter aid. Over 
$2,500,000 went to the television campaign alone. 

5^5$000 was spent by Sentinel directly to build 
Congressional support for President Reagan. This Included 
advocacy television messages in 32 Congressional districts, 
the production of two 30 minute television documentaries 
supporting the Nicaraguan Freedom Fighter cause filmed 
secretly In Nicaragua, active lobbying of Congress by a 
staff of 5. newspaper ads In major media markets (New York 
and the District of Columbia), and continuous work with 
Assistant Secretary, Bureau of Inter-Amerlean Affairs, 
Department of State, Elliott Abrams. 
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$600,000 was spent by the National Endowment for the 
Preservation of Liberty to conduct pro-Nicaraguan Freedom 
Fighter speaking tours in 27 Congressional districts In the 
7 months prior to the first Mouse vote In March on Freedom 
Fighter aid. 

$85,000 was devoted to nine Washington, D.C. briefings 
with opinion leaders, political activists, and volunteer 
supporters for the Nicaraguan Freedom Fighter cause. 

On the day In June of the historic House reversal, 
which resulted In a victory for Ronald Reagan on Freedom 
Fighter aid. It was determined that the National Endowment 
for the Preservation of Liberty and Sentinel had carried the 
support program for the President successfully Into 32 of 
the 61 Democratic districts that ultimately stood with 
Ronald Reagan on this Issue. 



1090 




- n — - - 

- CusJ- _ I) Si 


§ fuAj&ui*' lM&iuu) 

§) jM&fo&fot'Ufie&cS T5 * 4t4Kf£4HQA*jp+o 

6) O^fPJ^/t^tpa^- Ztetc^Sn. Acr r »i /fetter*’ 

'jCfak AaH w. 

, * h&M i -/1 -+* • n ~‘j- t lVi T^i rt // i J f>cw«i y t w? ^ii n^ 

-p6C JtX**dh^ &&dv?73^J*' 





"TDTvC- 

-/24^ / % 3 ? -^ &<*? *£*? 

f^Z- l&A&lsVL ftvUfcU&ix 1 . 

r^z. Ac4ikW 

6 s- T5WQ f 7kX [LZ. - 

j ? ? / 

w ~J!u*e£\ &&jfop&> - } Tfotfctf Quu^b j QM£faZ%h&**t*7 
—<Mj 2S OdiHjf fi&L 1 /it: 

"CtJUl ^H%tK lfouJGu*o 

yiccsxe . I^tI^PCaaMo 
I pA^, tLc *^U'R&-\, 

-'WthMc ^ 

" ^ ' «i »u< «*• d^V*<4< <y^(1144^ /Xt^aJmA^, jAiipXkt ita. 

Uikwtfa &0TS& 0 



1091 




Mel' 

Jb<tu*u* 

At/cjC*U4 


cfrtfL 

(*3 

" />ho422^ 

- I (JcLm*<t\t 


' -<wo**u 


■a*. f « X i 


^v* <r7 J&O* <*«• 9^*y} ***** 
"7fc 0 -sc 

-Ft -ty 

-/Ho -VC 


•4#* 



•Cv+&< jac/u/u&S (ftueAJfr)) At^*6^ 

iM, ^C / SC __ > - __ 

7UfjAAf*M~* 

Z'/lS'-Jtf \ OkQe^o <Fvclc&&k 

feiJmd#: __ 


^CiAmdus •' 


(5- , 

{hi* ** + * *■*• 

~jufj^iiitf* f | A&fcthfc' ^tetzdd ^WP<* 2'l l * 


fa***M. r ' 


Jc&*> diu* 

imfesu^ a_ m, 

/*jup4 Jtf/Ataeo (S &fevct 

tJ&fL yuu Cftfewsc** 


A 0027672 


1092 


MEMORANDUM 


TO: Mari Maseng 

FROM: David C. Fischer 

SUBJECT: White House SDI briefing 

DATE: July 15, 1986 


INTRODUCTION: The National Endowment for the Preservation of 

Liberty has just completed a 3.5 million dollar program to help 
educate the public and Congress on the need for President 
Reagan's Nicaraguan Freedom Fighters aid package. The program 
was reviewed by the President and Vice President and President 
Reagan participated in a Roosevelt Room meeting with NEPL quests 
in January of this year. NEPL now wants to help the President 
convert the broad public support he enjoys on S.D.I. to full 
congressional funding levels. 

During the discussions held recently in your office concern** 
ing the National Endowment for the Preservation of Liberty's "My 
Dream” program to support the President on S.D.I., we agreed that 
a written proposal should be forwarded to you. After lengthy and 
and detailed discussions with NEPL representatives the following 
proposal, with agreed to guidelines, is submitted: 

It is recommended that during the week of September 12th an 
Office of Public Liaison (OPL) sponsored meeting be held in the 
White House Cabinet or Roosevelt Room for the purpose of briefing 
supporters on the President's S.D.I. program. Suggested speakers 
include Lt. General Abrahamson and former Science Advisor Dr. 
George Keyworth, followed by a brief appearance of the President. 
Mari Maseng or her appointed substitute should offer opening 
remarks and moderate the program. 

It is clearly understood that this meeting is being sched¬ 
uled under the auspices and control of the O.P.L. who will issue 
the only invitations to this event. NEPL will be asked to submit 
a recommended list of attendees, from which O.P.L. can delete 
names as it deems necessary. It is also agreed that representa¬ 
tives of the defense industry will not be invited to this event. 
NEPL agrees not to independently solicit attendance for this 
meeting without prior approval from O.P.L. This includes both 
written and verbal communication. NEPL agrees to submit to 
O.P.L. for approval any proposed text or written communication to 


A 0029747 
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those who will receive O.P.L.'s invitation to attend this meet¬ 
ing . 

Counsel's Office will review this proposal. Your recommen¬ 
dations or comments will be appreciated. This briefing will 
greatly assist the President's efforts to gain continued full 
funding for his S.D.I. program. 



1094 


KUYKENDALL COMPANY 


July 23, 1986 


Mr. Spitz Channell, President 

The National Endowment for the Preservation of Liberty 
305 4th Street, NE 
Washington, D. C. 20002 

Dear Spitz: 

Now that we have gotten a favorable House vote on our first 
cooperative effort, I will take this opportunity to give you 
my analyis of the accomplishments. 

In the Spring of 1985 the first attempt to obtain military 
aid to the Contras was decisively defeated with our receiving 
only 160 votes in the House. 

Due to this very poor showing we were forced to change our 
tactics to seeking only humanitarian aid. Having been 
retained by the Gulf & Caribbean Foundation and private Texas 
clients I coordinated the outside (private) lobbying efforts 
to obtain this aid. We lost our first "showdown* (Michel I) 
by two votes but due to an intensive educational and lobbying 
effort we won approval of Michel II by sixty-three votes. 

In late 1985 I had my first experience working in a voluntary 
coalition with NEPL and Spitz Channell. This was a result of 
our both using the services of IBC. In early 1986 Gulf s 
Caribbean received its first direct support from NEPL. This 
support enabled us to intensify our efforts to obtain 
military aid for the Contras. 

It became very obvious to me that NEPL was the only organ¬ 
ization with both the ability and the resources to run 
productive advertising on aid to the Contras. Some other 
groups actually did more harm than good with their 
advertising. 

On our first try in March we were able to get 210 votes for 
military aid to the Contras, an improvement of thirty votes 
but still eight votes short. 

The months of April, May, and June saw the most Intensive 
educational and lobbying efforts by NEPL, Sentinal, and Gulf 
and Caribbean that this issue has ever received. 






517 Vd direct, d L 


D C 20005 


202/546-2196 




1095 


Pag* 2. 

Mr. Spits Channell 
Washington, D. C. 
July 23, 1986 


We began the campaign with a target list of approximately 
forty members of Congress. About tea of them were considered 
"soft* even though we got their votes in March. The target 
list of forty was about one-quarter Republicans and three- 
quarters Democrat. 

The educational type TV plus the various lobbying efforts 
began to shorten the undecided list to the point that two 
weeks before the vote we specifically targeted thirteen 
Congressmen for the last push TV effort. Efforts began in 
earnest to remove people from the undecided list and, 
therefore, enable us to cancel the TV in their markets. We 
withdrew TV in Louisville and San Antonio before the schedule 
actually began because of commitments from three members. 

Since I was retained by Sentinel as Senior Consultant on June 
1, I became even more involved in media and lobbying strategy. 

Even though we continued to work hard on an additional ten 
undecideds until the very last, our estimated vote count on 
June 23 was 222 votes with a projection of an additional five 
Republicans and seven Democrats over and above the March 
total of 210. We actually received all the original 210 plus 
five additional Republican and six Democrats. 

Immediately after our 221-210 victory on the President's 
package vs. the House Democratic leadership package, another 
interesting vote took place. A very liberal package with no 
military aid was offered against the President's package. 
Twelve to fourteen people, all of whom had been on our 
original undecided list, changed and voted for the 
President's package, including military aid. 

All these last twelve to fourteen changes, plus the eleven 
additional votes we received on the initial vote on the 
President's package, wer- the successful targets of intensive 
educational and lobbying efforts. I can say with total 
confidence that our various combined efforts were a major 
factor in more than half of the total. 

I am hopeful that this new relationship with its multifaced 
capability will bring us many more victories in the future. 

Very truly yours. 


Dan Kuykendall 


DKtlp 
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September 23. 1986 


Mar I Maseng 

Deputy Assistant to the President 
and Director of Public Liaison 
White House 

Washington, O.C. 20500 
Dear Mar I : 

I appreciate very much being Included in your national 
security briefing, which occurred on Tuesday, September 23. 

When you ask us to help, we try the best we can. 
within an hour after the briefing we began to gear up to 
help on the Issue of South Africa sanctions. 

Time Is very short as you know. Our Immediate plans 
are to send our lobbyists to Capitol Hill from my lobbying 
organization Sentinel, call various members of our Board and 
ask them to send telegrams to fifteen Senators and to place 
two full page educational messages In the WashingtonTImes 
on Monday and Tuesday of next week discussing the 
consequences of sanctions against South Africa. 

We would be honored to do more if we could have a 
little bit more lead time in the future. I hope this helps 
the effort. 


Sincerely, 


Spitz Channel I, President 
Sentlnel 

National Endowment for the 
Preservation of Liberty 


A 0029392 
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C. Mlki Thompson n««tlng 
0. Steve Wlnchel I meeting 
C. Brent Bozell mating 

2. Forlenza: Western Goals Status Report (extra 
cop Ias) 

l . Lyn Nofzlger 

1. arrange a Masting with Richard wirthlln to 
discuss what his polls show after the election 

2. Lyn or David Fischer: how are you with 
Regan? 

A. arrange an appointment with Regan on 
Nicaragua 

3. Lyn or David Fischer: can we get through to 
Joe Coors? 


J. Nicaragua 


1. Linas Kojells: new Nlcaragua-terrorlsm 
briefing 

2. develop a plan for the Nicaraguan war 
InformatIon Service 


f * V 
*/* 


A. dally video tapes (actualities) 

►v\ B. follow the siodei of Afghanistan 
> ;’ > C. research books on how press treated 

■Vietnam 


J i A v \ 

'T.VyKy 


t. Mike lacobellls: literature on 
press treatment of Vietnam In 
scholarly Journals 

o. rp to rake an aggressive speech 

1. nobility of the Freedom Fighters* 

cause 

2. we're there to get rid of a 
Communist regime 

3. give Green an outline of the speech 
on Tuesday 

4. RR should change the context 


■ \ 


- -jr. ^ 

/' ' .>/ J 


A. don't let the left do It 
0. RR should have UNO there 


3. Bob Kagan: (647-7024} Carolyn, Secretary) 

State Dept: get an appointment »•#: vP* 

Nicaraguan Support Group (by conservatives) v 

4. Wesley Smith: contact for CAFP program 




A ‘.*02'; ^92 


1098 


Exhibit GPS-82 


PRODEMCA 

FRIENDS OF THE DEMOCRATIC CENTER IN CENTRAL AMERICA 

729 I5TH STREET. HW, SUITE 950. WASHINGTON. D.C. 20005 202/347-1006 

NATIONAL COUNCIL 


A* gCR»O Qtf DUKE 

mSSS^mbaam 



BENNETT- 
•AM AMTOMOi TEXAS 
MCHOLAS 0 SiOOLE 
•AM JOM. OOT'AMCA 
UNOCN BLUE 

OEMVl* COkCMUOO 
MAOtMin CUKOVSKY 
MOOWCR (NtnrvtTOK 


mAMCt# A CAAMOtL 


MVM COAMOAN* 

COMAOMTE KXtCUTML MEW TOM 
• HAAMSON DOOOLt 


UMQM 0IW 0 9 WT 
JOHN C. DUNCAN 

CONSULTANT. «T JOB 

m rnm ms o omomtw m 
MAUMCC A FEMME 

MAAM.HOMOA 

ONVU 1 E FREEMAN 

y OM M tR MCMtTAMT OF A SMCU LTUME 
i MTT 1 R OAACf 

CMAMMAM. W. • «AAC( I CO 
JUOfTH HEANfTAOT 


MHMMT. IMMWBtV OF 
•ormoAMB 
MMIY HOOK 


SAMUEL P, HUNTINGTON 


JO HN T. J OYCE 

WM H IIT. BWCKLAT f RBAMO 


KMNKEMSLt* 
POUNOARONTOK 
O S M O OM TIC SOUCAWQM 


TO THE UMTVO MATIONB 
JOR 36 MAS CAMOSA 
UMAAMMC4M 
NATIONAL KJUNOATTON 
MICHAEL MOVAK 

t tmmCM* I I JTPMWBB MtWtfTE 
-> KAVTTCH* 


O O M OAATIOMC 
OAM CL MOM 


ffTM A HOSE MSLATT 


bayaho sum** 

AMU»MACOUWMWVT» 

JOHN R SJLtCR* 


WILLIAM L BJMON 


maxmhoch- 

nWAOTOMACOAOMlAnOM 
KSNNCTH a SMJLCN* 
omammarimkniianm 
' MAUWCt SONNCMSCAO* 

—VE S TMENT CONSULTANT. MVW TOM 
MANY N. TEMPLE* 


UVULLMAN 


SEN J. WATTCNSCAQ 

LOWjnON FOR OEMOCKADC MAMMY 
CLIC WlESCL 


DUnWOXCANY 
ETOWTWf O MCT OK 


do*)* L' 


Conversation with Bob Ksgao/8-6-86 



1) Our group consisting of John Hoag 

Tommy Glakaa 
Danlsa O'Laary 
Ron Radosh 
Michael Kramer 
Adrienne Doherty 

has bean approved by the State Department. 

Bob Kagan will assist us vlth transportation 
once ve have arrived In Tegucigalpa. 

He will not provide transport to Tegucigalpa. 
The date of August 29 - September 1, 1986 Is 
fine vlth State. Bob Kagan will contact the 
Honduran authorities and give ua final 
confirmation by Wednesday, August 13th. 


2) Bob Kagan stated that Lally Weymouth could not 
accompany this delegation. Any telephone calls 
from Ms. Weymouth should be referred to Bob Kagan. 


3) Zn the future PRODEMCA should notify Bob Kagan 
If ve are Interested In sending anyone to 
the Border. That Individual vlll either be added 
to a organised group or State vlll assist PRODEMCA 
vlth transport in Tegucigalpa, (this all depends 
on the approval by the Hondurans) 


4) We vlll see hov this arrangement vorks out for all 
parties concerned at this time It is a case-by-case 
arrangement. 


10089 ° 


A iwwtf H n oop— U— i •du co ttooM otyrtsahon f or m e d by prtv*ts cRUsn* who •wppat 
S —oc rocy , hurna* rights arrf socu JuBtto* to C—itml America. 
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l XJfcNDS'OF iHt DtMOCRATIC CLN IER IN CENTRAL AMERICA 

(PRODEMCA) 

729 15TH STREET. N.W. SUITE 950. WASHINGTON. D.G 20005 202/347-1006 

’ ATlONAL COUNCIL 


NOlEA DDLt DUKE 

CN*(KV**I 

■CRPiS A0RAM 
*rro«*.f * *tT>* rom 
HIUP0AUM 
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BACKGROUND 

Several moderate House Democrats seemed to vote against the President In 
'March only out of a desire to have the content of his executive order In 
legislation. Thus It was anticipated that these Democrats, In a second vote 
on contra aid promised them by House Speaker O'Neill, would endorse the Senate 
resolution on contra aid -- a resolution that codified, and provided more 
concessionary language than, the March 20 executive order. 

V 

SliflARY 

After visiting with key House Democratic staff aides whose bosees came 
close to supporting the President's bill on March 20 contra aid vote. It was 
clear that these Members could not, as expected, be satisfied with the Senate 
resolution. Members had returned to their districts over the Easter recess 
only to face larger, more liberal constituencies who praised their negative 
vote. In the House, several new conditions for contra aid not found In the 
Senate bill suddenly emerged: a second vote, as opposed to the joint 
resolution of disapproval; no anti-air defenses provided to the contras up 
front; and bilateral talks between the Sandlnlstas and the United States 
conditioned on a cease-fire, not on upon Sandlnlsta-contra talks. All these 
points formed the basis of the latest McCurdy amendment. 

Neither the McCurdy group nor the administration felt compelled to 
negotiate on these points. Congressmen with whom we met and who supported 
these condition proved unmovable. Many were convinced they had the votes to 
win, just as the Administration was certain It had to votes to defeat 
McCurdy. Of the Members with whom we spoke, only Les Aspln, who voted against 
the President on March 20, said he would support the admlnlstralton. 

He learned, however, that If McCurdy's amendment were defeated, he and 
other supporters would vote for the Senate version Introduced by Bob Michel. 
Similarly, we were told by Yin Weber (R-MI) that If McCurdy won, the 
Republicans would vote for It on final passage rather than leave themselves 
with no aid package at all. 

On the evening of April 14, the House, by four votes, finalized a rule to 
couple any contra aid package with a supplementary appropriations bill certain 
to be passed by the House and vetoed by the President. At the same time It 
became Increasingly clear that the McCurdy amendment stood an excellent chance 
of winning. Although the Republican leadership could have lived with a Senate 
version being passed under these rules, or even a free-standing McCurdy bill, 
the possibility of a McCurdy amendment attached to the supplementary proved 
Intolerable. The word was sent down among the Republicans, then, to vote for 
the Hamilton amendment In an effort to forestall a vote on McCurdy and 
effectively decouple the contra Issue from the supplementary. This tactic 
succeeded. At present, the Republicans are introducing a new rule to obtain a 
vote on contra aid — one that will require a discharge petition In the face 
of stonewalling by the Democratic leadership. Unfortunately, as presently 
written, the rule will be unable to obtain the requisite 218 signatures since 
It would have the present McCurdy amendment offered as a substitute, 1.e», as 
a money bill — something no liberal will ever sign on to nor Republcans, who 
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know they can vote for a Michel amendnent later* 

On the other hand, as the Democratic leadership still believes they have 
an obligation to the McCurdy group for a second vote, a McCurdy amendnent 
could be offered to the defense authorisation bill In mld-ftfcy. Whether that 
bill can be a vehicle that can lead to a real consensus, however, Is 
uncertain. The answer depends on, among other thingsi the willingness of the 
McCUrdy group to compromise on some of elements In Its contra aid package; the 
good faith of the House leadership to honor Its promise of a second vote for 
McOirdy; and the wllllngess of the adninistration and the House leadership to 
swaVIow McCurdy's legislative lead on the contra Issue. 


ES, with Keith Hendricks, aide to Stallings 
(D- ID). 


Lunch with Bob Kagan 
BC, ES with Jim Cboper (D*TO) 

BC, ES with Les Aspln (D-WI) 

BC, ES with McCurdy 

BC, ES with Andrews 
BC, ES with Bustamante 

Susan Alberts wrote and sent to moderate Democrats paper on 
Alfonso Robelo's efforts to negotiate peaceably with the Sandinistas from 
1980-85. 

4/10/86 BC, ES with Yin Weber 

4/11/86- Spent 3 days working with IK) leaders to develop 

acceptable IK) reform package. 

4/17/86 BC with Yin Weber 


—■v* 

4/9/86 
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The Honorable Elliott Abrams 
Assistant Secretary o£ State f< 
Hunan Rights 

U.S. Department of State 
Washington 9 DC 20520 


Dear Elliott: 

During the past few months I have been working with several 
other Democrats -- Bernie Aronson, Bob Leiken and Bruce Cameron 
to build support for the Nicaraguan resistance among Democrats and, 
both to use a perhaps inexact term, the moderates. I think ve have 
produced some interesting results, and ve all look forward to your 
closer involvement with this matter. It might be worthwhile for us 
to get together to fill you in before you take the wheel. (The 
others share my interest.) 


Best, 


Penn Kemble 
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July 11, 1985 


Cho Honorable Elliott Abraas 
Assistant Secretary of State for 
Inter-American Affaire 
'J.S. Department of State 
Coom 6263 

Washington f DC 20520 
Dear Elliott: 

Congratulations! 

I am sorry that I am going to miss the meeting with Bernie 
Aronson, Bruce Cameron and Bob Leiken« I have spent the last couple 
of months working closely with them and I um firmly convinced that 
on the main issues they have fully turned the corner. 

I also think that there is much to be gained from their 
perceptions of the whole UHO-FDN enterprise. - 


Best, 


Penn Kemble 
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July 1, 19*6 


Mr. Robsft Xig&D 

Offlet of. lotsr-As«rican Affairs 
0.8. Department of Stats 
Room 6263 

Msthington, DC 20S20 


Dear ftobi 

X thought you night bs interest*3 in a rather hard-heeded 
appraisal of our Nicaraguan policy which Bruce McCola presented 
to a recent nesting of Social Democrats. 

X differ, of course, with hia views that we should 
decouple our concern about Nicaragua's dcnastic practice* fron 
our concern about activities that threaten the security of the 
region (p. 19). X'a not sura of other points, but they 
certainly nerit candid consideration. 


Bast, 


Penn Kenble 


CC i 


Bruce McColm 


A ftonerefft w o rneNNs w eSwcetionN orpenfestiOA termed by ertrei* oSUene w*o mo pert 
demo c r acy . Ihkn a rip#** iN eoctef ***** n Ceetiei A mov es. 
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July 31, 198S 


The Honorable Otto J. Reich 
U.S. Department of State 
Room 6253, SIPD 
Washington, DC 20520 


Dear Otto: 

Have you and your comrades seen this series? I think it 
gives an excellent flavor of the Sandinistas — .their personal 
struggles and weaknesses and the totalitarian impulse they 
embody. 

It's not in the least propogandistic •• it could serve as 
an example of truly objective journalism. But the impression 
one is left with is certainly that these people are a most 
unattractive group of neighbors. 


Best, 


Penn Kemble 
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October I, 19W 


V 

Hr. Aobtrt* JU?«n 
Burttu of Inttr-Aasrictn Affftirs 
D.S. Department of State 
Washington, DC 20520 


Door Bobi 

You mentioned ft forthcoming Sut« Department briefing 
paper on the eyetern of Sandlnista social control* I'm doing 
ft piece for Commnetary thftt touches on this. Any chance for 
an advance copy, or ft talk with tht appropriate staff? 


Boat, 


Ftnn Kemble 


A AOAp'OFX WO»nwn •OwCWca*/ ofpwtfufton »rwtf Or pTMN M cfttitft* who M4XF1 
t#4Necr*CV. hwHNt n»NfcI tAO Meet fut*0S N C«n*tf Awftt 
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Otto Rtlch 

Coordinator for Public Dlploaacy 

for Latin Aaarican 4 tba Caribbaan 
Room 62SJ 

Dapartaant of Stata 
Washington, D.C. 


Oaar Hr. Raichi 

Our organisation is a broad-basad group of Americans 
who shara a daap concarn about tha futura of democracy in 
Cantral isarica, and tha dangar to tha security of tha 
Aaaricaa that is posad by tha possibla consolidation of a 
Harxlat-Lenlniat rsgiaa in Hicaragua. 
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*a believe that Cantral Americans do have tha datira 
and tha will to Join tha coRaunity of deaocretlc nations, 
tha gravest problaa is that thsir aspirations art ao weakly 
undarstood and supportad by thair ntighbors, not laaat of 
all tha United Stats*. 

Tha Friends of tha Dsaocratic Cantar in Cantral Aaerics 
(FRODXHCA), a tax axsapt, non-profit organisation, is 
undertaking a program of aducatlon both for Aaarican non- 
governaental laadara and tha broadar public on thia 
problaa. Me arm confidant that our organisation has tha 
axparlanca and tha tachnlcal axpartlsa to carry thia out 
auccasafully• Z haws ancloaad a proapactua which dascrlbaa 
our plan la graatar datall. 

«a hopa that your offlca will b* abla to considir thia 
proposal at your aarllaat possibla convanltnca. Tha 
Aaarican paopla auat asks critical cholcaa about Cantral 
Anarlca in tha coalng ysar, and too oftan, tha daaocratlc 
option la not adaqaataly undarstood or appraclattd. 


Zf you should hava any questions or should raqulra any 
additional lnforaatlon, plaasa call as. 

S1acaraly, 


KtMMfTH S SANLCM* 
CHRU smash • Mm* 


SRNSTwsirr co ma run nt» roue 
MARY N TtMRLC* 


UV ULL MAN 

Acmsss 

MM X WATTtNMRO 


me WttSCL 

AUTHOR 

Of MM O'LORY 


Angiar Biddla Duka 
Chalraan 


' < 

. 
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Exhibit GPS-88 

PAYMENTS TO FRANK QOMBZ * RICHARD MILLER 
January 1985 to December 1986 

Frank Gomez 

from IBC $63,881 

from Gomez International 38,633 

SUBTOTAL $102,514 

Richard Miller 

from IBU $59,833 

from Miller Communications 9 1,860 

SUBTOTAL $151,693 


Gomez/Miller 


from IX., Inc. to WACI 

(owned by Gomez and Miller) $452,000 

TOTAL $706,207 

Notes Gomez and Miller were also the principals in the Institute for 
North South Issues, tie do not know precisely how much money they took 
for themselves from that entity. 
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Exhibit GPS-84 

BftYMPfTS TO MARTIN L. WXW fc DAVID 
Martin L. Artiano 

from IBC 12/13/85 - 12/11/86 

David C. Fischer fc Associates 
from IBC 3/13/86 - 1/9/87 
from Martin Artiano 1/22/86 - 2/21/86 
TOTAL 


C. FISCHER 


$305,000 

$292,400 
$ 50,000 
$342,400 


7*73?hi»T?" b 



mi 

Exhibit GPS-85 

PMttCMTS TO CARL R. CHANNELL t DANIEL L. OOKRAD 
Carl iu Channel! 

from NEPL - 1985 $ 86,800 

from ACT/SEF - 1985 44,300 

from NEPL/W3F/ATAC - 1986 (fees) 52,900 

from NEPL - Salary - 1986 161,022 

TOTAL $345,022 

Daniel L. Conrad 

from NEPL - 1985 $ 40,000 

from NEPL to PHI - 1985 33,595 

from NEPL - 1986 63,500 

from NEPL to PHI - 1986 89,500 

from WGF - 1986 10,640 

from WGF to PHI - 1986 35,000 

TOTAL $272,435 


Note: PHI is Public Management Institute, 
owned by Daniel L. Conrad 
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Exhibit GPS-86 

ggMAjg OP IWIHjjRTICMAL BUSINESS OOMmiCATICHS HXXXJtTT 


January 1985 - January 1987 


Income 


NEPL $5,090,609 

Calero 39,000 

Gomez International 179,829 

Miller Canmunication 100,000 

Bank of Panama 35,000 

North South Issues 39,000 

Palmer National Bank 21,000~~~ 

Ransom Shoup & Company 15,170 

U.S. Treasury - Dept, of State 356,472 

Western Goals Foundation 12,761 

William Mulvey, Inc. 20,000 

American Conservative Trust 11,440 

E90P Association 22,500 

Gulf & Caribbean Foundation 14,447 

Other (See below) 56,176 

Unknown 147,348 


TOTAL 


$6,160,752 


Other Income (included above) 



Altivil Trading Enterprise 

$ 

187 

American Express 


4,500 

Associates in Community Dev. 


10 

Caja De Ahoccos 


3,009 

Cuban American National Found. 


1,750 

Deutch Budemurkansche Bank 


2,000 

Express Reproduction 


2,000 

Factor Holding Inc. 


10,990 

Gulf Marketing 


1,000 

ITT Corporate Relations 


400 

Kate Maclnnis 


9,800 

Masoudi 


330 

Richard Miller 


4,800 

Antemes Suarez 


1,400 

Systems 6 Applied Science Corp. 


2,000 

Charles D. Tack 


6,000 

T.C. Darwin 


3,000 

Travelers Checks 


3,000 

TOTAL 


55,176 
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Summary of IBC, Continued 
Expenditures 

American .Express $ 168,216 
Arguelio Frederick 10,000 
Artiano, Martin 305,000 
Cash 73,136 
Crux, Arturo 10,005 
David Fischer 4 Assoc* 250,000 
David Fischer 42,400 
Gomez International 121,432 
Gomez, Francis 63,881 
I.C. 2,740,000 
Inst* on Religion and Democracy 800 
Lake Resources 430,000 
Lat. Am* Strategic Studies 25,000 
Miller Communications 148,725 
Miller, Richard 59,833 
NBW 186,483 
Nicaraguan Developmental Council 31,000 
Robelo (Friends of Freedom) 60,000 
Unknown (Wires and illegible checks) 94,552 
Admin 6 other charges under $5,000 605,948 
Other (See below) 446,837 
1912 Sunderland Place Assoc. 100,837 
Gary Bagdasiarian 100,000 
Masoudi 25,000 
Monieri, Shakri 46,000 


Donald Miller 


45f000 


TOTAL $6,190 f 085 

Other disbursements (included above) 


Anthony & Williams 30,164 
Bayport Industries 6,000 
Bragg OOTKinicaticn 47,000 
Champion Kail Travel 23,823 
DCNG 494 
Eason Associates 20,362 
E90P Association 13,690 
Flores, Rafael 20,275 
friintero, Henry 2,000 
Quxniones, Humberto 28,000 
International Business Machines 8,331 
Keffer, Jeff 2,000 
Kemp Enterprises 6,207 
Maginnis, Kate 15,961 
Maltre, Joachim 4,357 
Mateo Guerrero 415 
Ocean Adventures 16,338 
Staith, Wesley 6,807 
U.S* Customs 5,080 
Williams, David 7,363 
Young, Lawrence 13,141 


76-936 0—88-86 
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Sumnary of IBC, Continued 


ZGS 

14,900 

Zanpado, Tony 

30,00) 

1607 Asdsociates 

17,007 

C & P 

5,085 

Bruce Cameron 

10,000 

Ricardo Carrasco 

9,300 

Childrens Hospital 

10,000 

Federal Express 

13,679 

Internal Revenue Service 

10,758 

Kevin Hopkins 

5,000 

Gerald McElsay 

10,000 

Youfid/Arnous 

12,000 

Radio Resources 

5,000 

William Sutton 

1,300 

Weir-Jacobs, Inc. 

5,000 

Wo lk Press 

10,000 

TOTAL 

$ 446,837 
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Exhibit GPS-87 

XOTEL-OOOPERftTICW AOCXXMT - 4/30/85 - 2/4/87 


Income 


Opening Balance $ 1,000 
IBC 2,740,000 
KEPI* 450,000 
Heritage Foundation 80,000 
Other 71,737 

TOTAL $3,342,737 


Expenditures 


Calero $1,030,000 
Carlos Viet 10,000 
Denise Ponce 11,000 
Frederick Arguello 31,000 
Friends of America 125,000 
Gulf 4 Caribbean Foundation 21,182 
Katyal 15,000 
Institute for Terrorism 75,000 
Lake Resource 1,308,075 
Lassi 50,000 
Latin American Finance 55,700 
Nicaraguan Business Council 10,000 
Parkefeld Enterprises 60,000 
Polca S.A. 25,000 
Unknown Wires 2,924 
WACI 452,000 
Other Admin Charges l,4B2 

TOTAL $3,283,363 
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Exhibit GPS-88 

MILLER OatUNICATIOMS AOOOWT 2/86 - 12/86 


Incane 



IBC 

$ 

143,425 

WftCI 


302,500 

Unknown 


5 r 300 

TOTAL 

L 

451,225 

Expenditures 



Alpha Environmental 

$ 

36,455 

Campaign America 


2,000 

Cash 


4,975 

IBC 


65,000 

IRS 


10,908 

Maginnis, Kate 


35,863 

Miller, Richard 


91,660 

NBW 


69,796 

Raisin & Wright 


19,000 

Admin & Other Charges Under $5, 

000 

17,370 

TOTAL 

£ 

353,227 
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, v . Exhibit GPS-89 

pomes iwmS&JictaL apoockt 

\ , 

V- ^ _ 

Income - - 

IBC $ 121,432 

WACI 135,500 

Cuba Independent Deraocratica 1,500 

Unknown 22,369 

TOTAL $ 280,901 


Expenditures 

E.F. Hutton $ 25,000 
Gomez, Francis 38,633 
IBC 115,000 
IRS 3,200 
NBW 15,717 
Admin under $5,000 32,632 


TOTAL $ 230,182 
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Exhibit GPS-92 
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REPORT ON 

SPECIAL INQUIRY INTO THE 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE’S CONTRACTS 
WITH INTERNATIONAL BUSINESS COMMUNICATIONS AND 
ITS PRINCIPALS 


I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

In response to a raquast from tha Sacratary, tha staff from 
tha Offlea of Inspactor Ganaral (OIC) axaminad tha Dapartmant's 
contracts with International Business Communications (IBC) and 
Frank Gomez, one of its principals. These contracts were 
entered Into by the Department's Office of Public Diplomacy for 
Latin America and the Caribbean (LPD) which initially operated 
out of tha Secretary's office and currently is located in tha 
Bureau of Inter-American Affairs (ARA). 

The examination covered six purchase orders and contracts 
totalling about $436,000 with IBC or Frank Gomez between 
February 1984 and September 1986. In addition, the examination 
included one purchase order for 95,500 with the Institute for 
North-South Issues, a firm established by Frank Gomes. IBC is a 
Washington, D.C. public relations firm and the Department's 
contracts with IBC were for media relations activities such as 
arranging media events, interviews, and public appearances for 
Central American refugee groups and exiles in the United States; 
preparing talking papers, briefings, and op/ed articles; 
translating articles on Latin America and the Caribbean and 
making them available to U.S. news organizations and public 
interest groups; and designing and operating a mail distribution 
system for materials and information on Latin America and the 
Caribbean. 

Findings of the examination are as follows: 

The need for the purchase orders and contracts was 
< justifiable in the beginning, but was questionable in 
the later periods as LPD's in-house staff grew and 
gained experience. 

— The acquisition process for awarding and administering 
the purchase orders and contracts was mismanaged. In 
addition, one contract was improperly classified 
SECRET, without legitimate justification, apparently to 
avoid competition and public disclosure of the contract 
in the Commerce Business Dally . 

Some charges to the final contract between LPD and IBC 
are questionable, particularly travel expenses of 
Central American refugees brought to the United States 
for media events and expenses for ADP equipment used in 
developing and operating the document distribution 
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system. The specific amounts will be described in a 
separate report of an incurred cost audit, currently 
underway by OIG staff. In addition, the conduct of 
media relations training by IBC for Salvadoran military 
officials differed so significantly from what was 
contracted for that collection efforts should be 
instituted to recover funds from IBC. Although 
deliverables were vaguely defined and reported, the 
performance by Frank Gomez and IBC on all other 
purchase orders and contracts was approved, accepted, 
and frequently applauded by LPD officials. 

Many of LPD's activities provided opportunities to 
conduct prohibited lobbying activities; however, there 
is no evidence that LPD officials, or IBC personnel 
while working under LPD contracts, violated the 
anti-lobbying statute. Among other things, the LPD 
Coordinator and staff traveled and spoke extensively on 
the merits of the Administration's Central America 
policy. LPD staff and co ntractor personne l sponsored 
and escorted Central American refugees and exiles to 
cities in the united States for speaking engagements 
before various groups. 

violations of ethical standards and/or conflict of 
interest restrictions may have occurred in the case of 
two individuals. Since neither was an employee of the 
State Department, referrals were made to the 
appropriate Government agencies for consideration and 
appropriate action. 

Some of the information provided by the Department to 
Congressional requesters and to Public Affairs for 
press briefings was inaccurate, incomplete, and 
misleading. We found no evidence that errors were made 
intentionally. 

1 

Responsiveness to Congressional requests for 
information about these and similar contracts has been 
somewhat slow and fragmented, partially due to the 
large volume of requests which have been received. 

Much information was provided, however, and we found no 
evidence that the Department personnel deliberately 
delayed or frustrated Congressional requesters. The 
role of the Office of the Legal Adviser in collecting, 
examining, and releasing documents on the IBC and other 
procurements has been poorly understood and has caused 
resentment by Congressional members and staff. 
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II. PURPOSE AND SCOPE 

As a result of a number of press articles critical of the 
Department's association with International Business 
Communications (IBC) and its principals, the Secretary requested 
an examination of the subject by the Office of inspector General 
(OIG). The request, dated February 13, 1987, asked OIG to 
examine (1) the procedures followed in entering into all 
contracts between the Department and IBC or its principals, 

Frank Gomez and Richard Miller and (2) the performance under 
those contracts. The Legal Adviser's memo transmitting the 
request mentioned and included, as attachments. Information on 
alleged improper lobbying activities, improper classification of 
an IBC contract as SECRET, that the contract was signed after 
most work was performed, and a brother/sister relationship 
between personnel of the Office of Public Diplomacy for Latin 
America-and the Caribbean (LPD) and IBC. 

We established the objectives for this special inquiry by 
considering the request from the .Secretary, examining the 
articles which had appeared in the press, and holding 
preliminary discussions with Department officials. The specific 
objectives were to determine: 

whether the contracts with IBC and its principals were 
needed or whether the work should have been performed 
in-house; 

— Whether required procurement and contracting procedures 
were followed; 

whether the contractor performed the work required by 
the contract and charged reasonable and allowable costs 
to the Department; 

Whether LPD personnel, or IBC personnel while 
performing under contract to the Department, 
participated in improper lobbying activities; 

whether conflicts of interest or violations of ethical 
standards occurred as a result of the conduct of or 
relationships between LPD and IBC personnel; 

Whether information provided by the Department to 
Congressional requesters and for press briefings was 
accurate and appropriate; and 

Whether Department officials or offices intentionally 
delayed in providing Information to or withheld 
information from Congressional requesters. 

The inquiry Included six purchase orders and contracts with 
Frank Gomez or IBC totaling $435,584 between February 14, 1984 
and September 30, 1986. In addition, a purchase order with the 
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Institute for North-South Issues (INSI) for $5,S00 for September 
1985 was Included because INSI was established by Frank Gomez. 
This represented the extent of the Department's contracts with 
IBC and Its principals. There were no contracts or purchase 
orders with Richard Miller as an individual. The inquiry was 
limited to performance by these organizations and individuals on 
the contracts with the Department. Activities of the 
organizations and individuals for other clients were not 
included in the scope of the inquiry. 

The inquiry was conducted in accordance with generally 
accepted government auditing standards and included appropriate 
tests to evaluate the adequacy of internal controls and 
procedures used to protect funds and assets from waste, fraud, 
and mismanagement. In the course of the work, applicable 
program and contract files were examined. In addition. 
Department officials in the Office of the Legal Adviser (L), the 
Office of Public Diplomacy for Latin America and the 
Caribbean—initially in the Office of the Secretary (S/LPD) and 
currently in the Bureau of Inter-American Affairs (ABA/LPD), the 
Bureau of Administration, Operations (A/OPR) and Office of the 
procurement Executive (A/OPE), the Bureau of Legislative and 
intergovernmental Affairs <H), the Bureau of Public Affairs 
(PA), and the Foreign Service Institute (M/FSI) were 
interviewed, as well as officials of IBC and its legal counsel. 


We distributed a copy of this report in draft to affected 
offices and officials in the Department for their comments and 
incorporated the more significant into the appropriate sections 
of the report. In addition, we have included the complete 
responses of the former head of S/LPD, the current head of 
ara/lpd, the Deputy Assistant Secretary, Office of Operations, 
Bureau of Administration (A/OPR), and the Procurement Executive 
(A/OPE) as Exhibits B through E. 
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III. BACKGROUND 


Bv white House "Memorandum for Special Planning Group 
Principals" of July 1, 1983, Mr. Otto J. Reich was given the 
dual designation of Secretary of State's Advisor for Public 
Diplomacy and Coordinator for Public Diplomacy for Central 
America and the Caribbean. The Coordinator's office was to be 
located in the Department of State, with staff support to be 
detailed from other agencies and departments. His activities 
were to begin immediately. 


Coordinator Reich came to State with no staff support except 
for his secretary whom he had brought from the Agency for 
international Development (AID). His office was established as 
the Office of Public Diplomacy for Latin America and the 
Caribbean (S/LPD). Lacking adequate staff, Mr. Reich obtained 
permission to contract for a short term professional services 
contract in February 1984 with Frank Gomez, an outside public 
relations specialist. The relationship proved highly 
satisfactory to both parties and was continued through 
successive sole source contracts with Mr. Gomez or with 
international Business Communications (IBC), the partnership 
company Mr. Gomez formed with Richard Miller, through fiscal 
year 1986. 

The purchase orders and contracts for S/LPD with IBC or its 
principals are listed below. One purchase order, 1001-502356, 
was with the Institute for North-South Issues (INSI). That 
order is included because INSI was founded by Frank Gomez. 


Performance 


Number 

Contractor 

Period 

Amount 

1001-402214 

Gomez 

02/14/84 - 

05/31/84 

$ 9,500 

1001-402296 

Gomez 

05/01/84 - 

07/31/84 

19,300 

1001-402486 

_JBC__ 

(Aua/Seot 

1984) 

16.198 

1001-502074 

IBC 

10/01/84 - 

12/31/84 

24,400 

1001-502160 

IBC 

03/01/85 - 

09/30/85 

90,000 

1001-502356 

INSI 

09/01/85 - 

09/30/85 

5,500 

1001-602066 

IBC 

10/01/85 - 

09/30/86 

276,186 





$441,084 


During the early purchase orders Mr. Gomez prepared talking 
points papers, fact sheets, and draft speeches for S/LPD 
speakers, drafted op-ed articles, and arranged press conferences 
for Central American visitors. During the late 1984 and early 
1985 period IBC continued and Intensified these activities, plus 
arranging for translation and publication of documents critical 
of the Sandinistas in Nicaragua and arranging visits for 
Nicaraguan defectors to speak in major U.S. cities. In the 
final contract IBC designed and operated a computerized mailing 
list for S/LPD's publications. 
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S/LPD classified the FY 1986 contract SECRET, maintaining 
that it contained national security information. The 
classification led to numerous complications, security 
violations, and delay in signing of the contract until September 
2, 1986, in the final month of the contract's term. This in 
turn raised suspicions in the media and in Congress after the 
contract came to light that the secret classification was 
intended to cover illegal lobbying. 

In January 1986 the Coordinator of S/LPD was nominated as 
Ambassador to Venezuela and withdrew from active leadership of 
S/LPD. He was succeeded in May 1986 by Robert W. Kagan. At 
that time S/LPD was transferred from the office of the Secretary 
to the Bureau of Inter-American Affairs (ARA). Mr. Kagan 
decided to discontinue the contractual relationship with IBC and 
have the contract functions performed by the ARA/LPD staff. 

Congress and the media began to question the State 
Department's dealings with IBC and its principals, Frank Gomez 
and Richard Miller in late 1986 and early 1987. Various 
allegations of illegal lobbying and political activity began to 
focus on the secret contract with IBC. 

On February 13, 1987, the Secretary of State requested the 
Ii.spector General to examine the procedures followed in entering 
into all contracts with IBC or its principals, and the 
performance under those contracts. 

This is the Inspector General's report on his findings. 
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IV. FINDINGS 


A. Need For The Contracts 


we believe there was justification for the Initial purchase 
order for outside assistance, during a temporary short handed 
situation In S/LPD early In 1984, but the practice continued 
through fiscal 1986, after the urgency and the original 
justification had passed. 

A white House "Memorandum for Special Planning Group 
Principals" ot July 1,1983 created the Office of Coordinator and 
the Secretary's Advisor for Public Diplomacy for Central America 
and the Caribbean. The office was to be located at the 
Department of State; support staff was to Include officers 
detailed from "appropriate agencies and departments"; State was 
to provide appropriate space, logistic support, operating 
budget, and clerical support. Activities were to begin 
immediately. The office was established under the office of the 
Secretary as the Office of Public Diplomacy for Latin America 
and the Caribbean (S/LPD). 

According to the Coordinator (now Ambassador), he came to 
State with no staff support but himself and his secretary whom 
he had brought from AID. The Coordinator was under considerable 
pressure from the white House to popularise the Administration's 
Central American policy, but did not have the specialised staff 
that he needed. This is not surprising since his specialist 
staff were to be provided on nonreimbursable detail from other 
agencies—not a very effective way to staff an office for quick 
action, in addition, the Coordinator was not well grounded in 
Department of State regulations, nor were his first detallees 
from other agencies, in short, he did not have bureaucratic 
expertise. He discovered later how to use the influence of the 
White House to obtain assistance from the bureaucracy of State 
and the other executive agencies and departments. Finding 
himself In a bind between high expectations for immediate action 
from the White House, and a lack of staff at State, the 
Coordinator decided to get assistance from outside through 
contracts. 

Early in 1984 the Coordinator was introduced to Frank Gomez 
who was retiring from the u.S. Information Agency (USIA) and was 
looking for post-retirement employment. Finding that Mr. Gomez 
had the qualifications that he needed, the Coordinator offered 
him full time employment. Mr. Gomez did not want further full 
time employment, so they settled on a consultancy, through a 
short term purchase order. 

Mr. Gomez's purchase order called for him to write talking 
points papers on Central America, prepare speaker kits, identify 
and refute distortions and false allegations of U.S. policy, 
draft sample speeches, prepare and clear op/od pieces and 
feature articles, assist Central American refugees and exiles 
visiting Washington, arrange media events for them and make them 
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available for Congressional interviews. His purchase order was 
later amended to authorize travel to Central America for 
contacts with those governments. 

Faced as he was with a lack of adequate staff and under 
white House pressure to perform, we believe that the criteria 
for an urgent, sole source, professional services acquisition by 
purchase order were arguably met: the Department of State had 
authority, the Office of the Secretary had appropriated funds, 
and the personnel system did not locate and make available the 
needed specialized talent in time to meet the Coordinator's 
perceived urgency. 

Unfortunately the original short term arrangement became so 
comfortable that it seems to have taken on a life of its own. 

As discussed on pages 9 through 11, purchase order followed 
purchase order and contract followed contract without regard for 
rules and regulations. Contracting for outside assistance 
continued even after S/LPD acquired substantial staff of its own 
and full time detailees from other agencies who should haye been 
able to perform much of the work that IBC was performing. In FY 
86 s/LPD had nine State and ten other agency personnel whose 
annual salaries alone totaled some $780,000. We believe that by 
that point the original justification for outside assistance was 
no longer valid. 

when leadership of s/LPD changed in mid-1986, the new 
Coordinator came to the same conclusion and decided to stop 
contracting with IBC at the end of the FY 1986 contract, and to 
perform the work in-house. 

The basic responsibility for balancing in-house and contract 
resources rests with the program manager, in this case the 
Coordinator of S/LPD. As long as funds are available, and the 
program manager can obtain those funds, contract resources can 
be increased (assuming, of course, that appropriate procurement 
regulations are adhered to). For these reasons we have made no 
recommendations concerning the need for the contracts. 
Recommendations concerning the manner in which the contracts 
were awarded and administered are included on pages 34 through 
36 of this report. 

Comments of Department Officials 

In commenting on a draft of this report, the former head of 
S/LPD stated that the justification for contracts and purchase 
orders for outside assistance was greater in 1985 than in 1983 
because the workload had increased. He cited specifically the 
need to distribute voluminous amounts of materials and 
publications relating to Central America which he also stated 
was the major purpose of the last contract with IBC. However, 
the distribution of materials and publications is the precise 
function which the current head of ARA/LPD stated he felt could 
be performed in-house by Department personnel when he decided to 
stop contracting with IBC. Consequently we believe, as we state 
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in the report, that the original justification for contract 
assistance from IBC was not valid in the later periods. 

B. The Acquisition Process 

The practices followed in the procurements with Frank Gomez, 
IBC, and INSI were contrary to proper acquisition policies and 
procedures and failed to meet the fundamental requirements of 
the Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR). S/LPD officials 
abused the acquisition process and OPR/STP officials, rather 
than control and correct the problems, condoned and assisted in 
the commission of unauthorized actions. 

This inquiry examined seven acquisitions made by two of the 
organizations in the Department which have been delegated 
procurement authority—Deputy Assistant Secretary for 
Operations, office of Supply, Transportation, and Procurement 
(OPR/STP) and the Foreign Service Institute (M/FSI).. The 
purpose of our audit was to evaluate the adequacy of the 
policies, procedures and practices followed in acquiring these 
services. Our findings are divided into two sections. The 
first section addresses the acquisitions made by OPR/STP and the 
second section addresses the acquisition made by M/FSI. 

1. Purchase Orders and Contracts Awarded by OPR/STP 
Contracting officials 

Our findings are based on our audit of the OPR/STP and s/LPD 
files, interviews with the OPR/STP contracting officials and the 
Department's Procurement Executive, and information from 
previous OZG audit reports. We found that 

Purchase Orders and contracts were Placed After work 

Had Begun; 

Sole Source Acquisitions were Not Justified; 

Acquisitions Were Not Publicized in the commerce 

Business Dally (CBD); 

Acquisitions were Apparently Split to Circumvent 

Regulations; and 

OPR/STP Contracting Officials Did Not Perform Adequate 

Contract Administration. 


a. Purchase Orders and Contracts Were Placed After work 
Had Begun " “ 

The S/LPD program officials assumed the duties of the 
OPR/STP contracting officials by obtaining the services of Mr. 
Gomez, IBC, and INSI without following proper acquisition 
policies and procedures, once S/LPD program officials had 
arranged for the services and settled the substantive Issues 
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involved in the acquisition process, they turned the work over 
to the OPR/STP contracting officials to process the paperwork 
needed to pay for the services. OPR/STP contracting officials 
assembled acquisition documents and signed them to cover 
unauthorized commitments made by S/LPD program officials. 

Despite the fact that these methods of conducting the 
Government's acquisition affairs were contrary to the 
acquisition regulations, the OPR/STP contracting officials did 
not challenge the S/LPD actions as unauthorized commitments. 

For example. Purchase Order No. 1001-502074 was signed on 
January 28, 1985, by the OPR/STP contracting official; almost . 
one month after IBC was to have completed the work and almost 
four months after IBC had been directed to begin the work by 
S/LPD officials. The order was awarded to IBC for $24,400. The 
proposal from IBC was submitted to S/LPD officials based on 
their discussions with Mr. Gomez. If done correctly, proposals 
from any and all sources should have been obtained by OPR/STP 
contracting officials through the prescribed acquisition 
procedures. However, S/LPD officials assumed the role of the 
OPR/STP contracting officials for this portion of the 
acquisition process. Next, the S/LPD officials directed IBC to 
perform the work without contracting officer authority and 
created an unauthorized commitment. This purchase order was 
illustrative of the other orders and contracts awarded to Mr. 
Gomez and IBC. 

The FAR prescribes the acquisition process to ensure that the 
interests of the United States are safeguarded and that 
contractors doing business with the Government receive 
impartial, fair, and equitable treatment (FAR 1.602-2). The FAR 
clearly states that contracting officers are responsible for the 
control of the acquisition process and that contracts may be 
entered into and signed on behalf of the Government only by 
contracting officers. FAR 1.602 (b) provides that no contract 
shall be entered into unless the contracting officer ensures 
that all< requirements of law, executive orders, regulations, and 
all other applicable procedures, including clearances and 
approvals, have been met. 

We believe that additional measures must be taken by 
the Department's senior managers to strengthen the acquisition 
process and to ensure stricter enforcement of the provisions of 
the acquisition regulations. ( Recommendation 1 ). Moreover, by 
separate correspondence, we are referring a copy of this report 
to the Director General of the Foreign Service and Director of 
Personnel (M/DGP) with a recommendation that disciplinary action 
be considered against personnel who were responsible for 
violating the acquisition regulations and for directing and 
managing the acquisitions from Mr. Gomez, IBC, and INSI. 

b. Sole Source Acquisitions Were Not Justified 


All purchase orders and contracts awarded by the OPR/STP 
contracting officials to Mr. Gomez, IBC, and INSI were based on 
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Inadequate sole source justifications. The documents furnished 
by the S/LPD program officials as justifications did not meet 
the requirements of acquisition regulations, but were merely 
capability statements. The OPR/STP contracting officials did 
not challenge the adequacy of the justifications. They simply 
accepted the documentation and did not seek free and open 
competition. 

For example. Purchase Order No. 1001-402214 was the initial 
order with Mr. Gomez placed in February 1984 on a sole source 
basis by OPR/STP contracting officials. S/LPD's request 
included a document titled sole source justification. The 
document was merely a description of Mr. Gomez's background and 
capability, however. It did not demonstrate that he was the 
only source that could provide the services required by S/LPD. 

Once this document was accepted without question by the 
OPR/STP officials, the die was cast. During the work of the 
initial order, S/1 PD officials began negotiating with Mr. Gomez 
for the next purchase order. They used essentially the same 
justification for the next purchase request they prepared for 
Mr. Gomez's services. Using the Inadequate justification, the 
OPR/STP contracting officials placed the second order 
(1001-402296) with Mr. Gomez in July 1984. 

in the final contract with IBC another feature of 
contracting was added—the Competition in Contracting Act of 
1984 (CICA). At the time this contract was being considered by 
S/LPD officials, the FAR had been changed to include the CICA 
provisions. OPR/STP contracting officials brought the new far 
provisions to S/LPD's attention; including the requirements to 
publicize even proposed sole source awards and seek competition 
to the maximum practicable extent even in cases of urgency. 

This contract was classified SECRET by S/LPD officials, not 
publicized by OPR/STP officials, and was eventually awarded on a 
sole source basis some 11 months after IBC began the work at 
S/LPD's direction. 

This final contract with IBC Included the addition of a new 
requirement, on a sole source basis, for the design and 
operation of S/LPD's distribution system. The distribution 
system services were not included in the media relations 
services that S/LPD had been obtaining from IBC during the 
period of February 1984 through September 1985. Nonetheless, 
S/LPD officials proposed IBC as a sole source for these 
seemingly ordinary services. 

We believe that additional measures are needed to improve 
OPR/STP's compliance with the competition requirements in the 
Federal Acquisition Regulation. Moreover, we believe that any 
instructions prepared to address improvements in compliance with 
the competition requirements should be furnished to all the 
Department's acquisition offices. ( Recommendation 2 ). 
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c. Acquisitions Were Not Publicized in the Commerce 
Business Dally 

OPR/STP contracting officials did not comply with the 
requirements of the acquisition regulations on publicizing 
proposed contracts in the CBO. None of the purchase orders or 
contracts over $10,000 awarded to Mr. Gomez or IBC were 
publicized by OPR/STP contracting officials and this 
noncompliance was encouraged by the S/LPD program officials. 

Some of the acquisitions were made during the time the 
Federal Procurement Regulations (FPR) were in effect (through 
March 31, 1984) and other acquisitions were made under the 
present regulations, the FAR. The FPR and the FAR both 
contained specific requirements for synopsizing proposed 
contracts over $10,000. 

Based on evidence in the files, the only acquisition which 
was considered for CBD publication was contract 1001-802066. 

This contract was for IBC services for FY 1986 and was awarded 
through the ratification process some ll months after IBC was 
directed by S/LPO officials to begin the work without a 
contract. It was awarded in the not-to-exceed amount of 
$276,186 and contained the new requirement for IBC services 
related to the design and operation of the S/LPD distribution 
system. 

The S/LPD request for FY 1986 services from IBC was prepared 
the day before the contracting officials sent the new CICA 
guidance to the S/LPD officials. The S/LPD request contained 
the same justification for not publicizing the requirement as 
the first contract with IBC: "... the services and contractual 
arrangements of which are not to be disclosed publicly because 
of their character, ingredients, and components." The OPR/STP 
contracting officials cited the revised FAR and stated that the 
previous basis for not disclosing work with IBC was no longer 
acceptable because the FAR required publication in the CBD of 
proposed sole source awards and competition, to the maximum 
practical extent, for even those requirements that were 
determined to be urgent. After interaction between various 
Department staffs, a decision was made by S/LPD officials to 
have the contract and the entire contract file classified SECRET 
for "national security reasons." This action caused a series of 
delays in the acquisition process. 

The OPR/STP contracting officials were aware of the 
requirement that S/LPD had for FY 1986 services in late 
September 1985, but did not act to publicize the requirements in 
the CBD. The negotiation summary in the contract file prepared 
by OPR/STP officials and dated August 26, 1986, stated: "The 
procurement was not synopsized in the Commerce Business Daily 
(CBD) due to the highly sensitive nature of the services, and 
the fact that S/LPD did not want the requirement to become 
public knowledge. " (emphasis added.] In the same files, in the 
justification for other than full and open competition, dated 
April 3, 1986, the OPR/STP officials cited FAR 6.302-6, 
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"National Security," as the basis for not providing for full and 
open competition. That justification went on to state: "PAR 
Chapter S.202 provides an exception to synopsizing a procurement 
in the Commerce Business Daily (CBD) if disclosure of the 
Agency’s needs would compromise the national security. In the 
case of this contract, the contractor will be performing 
services that fall within that criterion." 

In our opinion, the reason cited by the OPR/STP contracting 
official for not synopsizing the proposed contract did not 
adequately address the FAR requirements. PAR 5.202(a)(1) states 
that the contracting officer need not submit the notice to the 
CBD when the contracting officer determines that - "The synopsis 
cannot be worded to preclude disclosure of an agency's needs and 
such disclosure would compromise national security (e.g., would 
result in disclosure of classified information)." The fact that 
a proposed solicitation or contract action contains classified 
information, or that access to classified matter may be 
necessary to submit a proposal or perform the contract does not, 
in itself, justify use of this exception to synopsis. 

We believe the Department should issue additional 
instructions on the requirements for CBD synopsis. 
( Recommendation 3 ). 

d. Acquisitions Were Apparently Split to Circumvent 
Regulations 

Purchase orders with Mr. Gomez and IBC were made on a 
fragmented basis apparently to circumvent the acquisition 
requirements. The first three purchase orders were based on 
split requirements prepared by S/LPD program officials for 
periods of performance of a few months and at dollar levels 
below $10,000, the threshold for small purchases in effect when 
these orders were awarded. The final S/LPD request for a small 
purchase award to IBC was under $25,000, the small purchase 
threshold 1 in effect at the time that order was awarded. S/LPD 
program officials knew they were going to continue to use Mr. 
Gomez’s services for an extended period of time because while he 
was working under a purchase order or contract, S/LPD was 
negotiating with him for the next purchase order or contract. 
OPR/STP contracting officials were aware of these S/LPD actions 
because the S/LPD requisition documents referred to extensions 
of previous orders or continuation of previous services. 

However, the OPR/STP contracting officials did not attempt to 
stop these practices. 

We believe that additional measures are needed to bring the 
small purchasing operations into compliance with PART 13 of the 
FAR. ( Recommendation 4 ). 

e. OPR/STP Contracting Officials Did Not Perform Adequate 
Contract Administration 
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Preaward administration includes the actions that 
contracting officers are required to take prior to signing a 
contract to determine that a proposed acquisition meets all the 
requirements of law and regulation. Postaward administration 
includes the actions that contracting officers are required to 
take during the period the contract work is performed up to 
contract completion and close out. OPR/STP contracting 
officials did not perform adequate preaward administration and 
did not perform any postaward administration. 

(ij preaward Administration 

The two contract files for contracts placed with IBC showed 
that the OPR/STP contracting officials accomplished most of the 
preaward actions required by the PAR; however, there were some 
preaward actions that were either overlooked or were not treated 
adequately. Some examples of the preaward administration 
activities that were either lacking or inadequate were as 
follows: 

Contract No. 1001-502160 


— The contract was placed on an after-the-fact basis but 
was not treated as a ratification action because of a reference 
in the file to a verbal approval from the Department's 
Procurement Executive. 

— The information in the price negotiation memorandum for 
the $90,000 fixed price contract was not sufficient to 
demonstrate that the price was fair and reasonable nor did it 
offer convincing evidence that a fixed price contract was the 
appropriate type of contract because of the number of 
uncertainties in the work to be performed. 

— The matter of determining that IBC was a responsible 
bidder was not adequately addressed by the OPR/STP contracting 
officials. We were told by the OPR/STF contracting officials 
that they had accepted IBC as a responsible bidder based on 
previous purchase orders placed with IBC. However, when the 
next contract with IBC was negotiated, it became apparent that 
the matter was not addressed in adequate depth. The next 
contract with IBC, for FT 1986 services, was classified by S/LPD 
officials and IBC was required to obtain a facility clearance 
prior to contract execution. Attempts to grant a security 
clearance for IBC were delayed at one point because the 
investigators found that IBC was in fact a loosely formed 
association between two other companies. If the OPR/STP 
contracting officials had pursued the issue of contractor 
responsibility as required by the FAR in their preaward actions 
for the $90,000 IBC contract, the organizational issues that 
later caused the delay in the clearance might well have been 
avoided. 
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. Contract Wo. 1001-602066 

— Tha OPR/STP contracting officials negotiated this 
contract on a cost-plus-fixed-fee basis using audit information 
developed by a review of the IBC cost proposal by the 
Department's Inspector General. The OPR/STP contracting 
officials failed to require IBC officials to execute a 
certificate of current cost or pricing data as required by FAR 
15.804-4. 

(2) Postaward Administration 

There was no evidence of any postaward administration in 
either the small purchase order or tha contract files. We were 
told by the OPR/STP contracting officials that no administration 
was performed. Some of the more significant problems we 
identified were as follows: 

-- There was no oversight by the OPR/STP contracting 
officials of important features of the acquisitions such as 
timely and complete deliveries of the services and payments of 
contractor invoices. 

— In the case of the final contract, a cost type contract, 
the OPR/STP contracting officials had not acted to obtain a 
final audit of the IBC costs or to settle the issue of the 
number of hours contracted for under the level-of-effort 
arrangements in the contract. The contract work was supposedly 
completed in September 1986; however, the actions described 
previously were not initiated by the contracting officials until 
the OIG staff began this inquiry in early 1987. 

we believe that improvements are needed in the performance 
of preaward and postaward contract administration functions. 
( Recommendations 5 and 6 ). 

f. Other Problems 

We considered the lack of procurement planning that was 
evident in the acquisitions from Mr. Gomez, IBC, and INSI. The 
use of urgency as the basis for these acquisitions for the S/LPD 
needs was caused by a lack of sound acquisition planning . 

We discussed the issue with the cognizant contracting 
officials. We were told that acquisition planning procedures 
were being developed and that requests for planned acquisitions 
were issued but with little results. We were also told that 
several policy letters on acquisition planning had been issued, 
the latest on March 27, 1987. 

The FAR requires agencies to perform acquisition planning. 
Part 7 addresses acquisition planning and contains a multitude 
of specific requirements for agencies to follow to establish a 
satisfactory acquisition planning system. One of the primary 
purposes of the planning system mandated by the FAR is to 
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promote and provide full and open competition or, when other 
than full and open competition is authorized by the PAR, to 
obtain competition to the maximum practical extent possible. 

The actions taken by OPR/STP contracting officials to award 
purchase orders and contracts for S/LPO program officials based 
on urgent needs of the S/LPO program could have been evoided had 
the Department enforced the acquisition planning requirements. 
( Recommendation 7 ). 

Our review of the acquisitions from Mr. Gomez, IBC, and INSI 
also included a review of the Department's policies and 
procedures currently in effect for acquisitions by OPR/STP 
contracting officials. The instructions we reviewed included 
the Department of State Procurement Regulations (Title 41, 
Chapter 6) and the Procurement Division Instructions issued by 
the OPR/STP staff. These procedures were not current with the 
FAR and did not address a number of the acquisition policy and 
procedure questions we were reviewing. 

For example, during our review of the ratlficetion action of 
the final IBC contract, we found that the procedures for 
contract ratification were in the as yet unpublished Department 
of State Acquisition Regulation (DOSAR). The DOSAR was 
published in the Federal Register for public comment on May 28, 
1987. When published in final form, it will become the 
Department's implementation of the FAR. The delay in issuing 
Departmental procurement regulations has been a longstanding 
problem and we believe that a high priority should be placed on 
finalizing and publishing these regulations. (Recommendation 
8 ). 


g. Problems Reported Previously 

These deficient acquisition practices are not new. A 
previous audit report issued by the Department's Inspector 
General In July 1983 on OPR/STP acquisition activities included 
the following: 

"Requisitioning organizations frequently engage in 
procurement activities before submitting a procurement 
request to OPR/STP/P. They often conduct market 
surveys and even solicit proposals using OPR/STP/P not 
as the Department's major procurement activity, but as 
a requisition processor." The audit report Included a 
recommendation that OPR/STP should advise all 
requisitioning organizations of their precise 
responsibilities and limitations in procurement 
activities. 

"The inordinate use of sole-source procurement is 
attributed mainly to insufficient time to permit formal 
advertising or competitive negotiation and to 
unquestioned acceptance of the sole-source 
justifications of requisitioning offices.” The report 
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included the recommendation that OPR/STP should not 
process requisitions which stipulate sole source 
procurement unless the criteria have been satisfied. 

"OPR/STP, in accordance with FPR 1-3.807-2, should 
establish controls and set forth procedures to assure 
that price or cost analysis is performed on each 
negotiated contract awarded and that such action is 
adequately documented in the contract files." 

"OPR/STP should emphasize to all Department 
organizations the importance of their early 
identification of planned acquisitions in the 
procurement process even though funding is not a 
certainty.■ 

/ 

Apparently, the actions taken in response to the report were 
not adequate to resolve the problems. 

in the course of our interviews with the cognizant 
contracting officials we were told that there was a great deal 
of pressure to place the S/LPD orders and that there were 
Inadequate OPR/STP personnel resources at the time the 
acquisitions were processed to perform the functions related to 
the acquisition process. One official simply stated that the 
OPR/STP small purchasing staff failed to do their job. 

Contracting officials told us they generally agreed that the 
sole source justifications were Inadequate and they did not 
question S/LPD officials on their actions to split the purchase 
requirements. Moreover, we were told that the shortage of staff 
caused OPR/STP to act as a "rubber stamp" operation. 

2. Training Order Placed by the Foreign Service Institute 
Registrar 

The Boreign Service institute (M/PSI) Registrar placed 
Training Order No. 1001-402486 for 816,198 with IBC on September 
10, 1984. The training order required IBC to conduct seminars in 
El Salvador on improving press relations for El Salvadoran 
military officials in late August and early September of 1984. 
The use of an M/FSI training order to obtain these IBC services 
appears to be inconsistent with the principles that generally 
apply to M/PSI training orders. Normally, M/PSI arranges for 
training for State Department employees that is job related. 

The training order with IBC was for media relations training for 
officials of a foreign government and was conducted by a private 
company in a foreign country. 

According to the IBC proposal, it had been instructed to 
plan and execute a series of mini seminars of two days each for 
about fifteen persons per session. In addition to tne formal 
class work, IBC planned to arrange meetings betwoen a former 
Ambassador and senior government officials for him to impart 
Insights, methods, and recommendations on the proper conduct of 
public Information activities. 
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The M/COMP Certifying Officer stated that the invoices 
submitted by companies which have performed services under a 
training order are "self-certifying." We were told that the 
training order form statement—"I certify that the above named 
student has been properly registered as stated" was used by 
M/COMP personnel as the basis for certifying an invoice for 
payment. Therefore, the documents needed for M/COMP to process 
a training order payment would be a copy of the training order 
and the company's invoice. 

We believe the procedures for "self-certification" of 
contractor invoices may be an appropriate method for processing 
payments when M/FSI personnel use a training order to acquire 
training using M/FSI funds for job-related training for 
employees. However, we believe that the use of 
"self-certification” of contractor's invoices for the IBC 
training order was not an appropriate method to process payments 
since the services provided by IBC deviated from the normal 
M/FSI training procedures. 

In discussions with an IBC official w« were told that IBC 
was ashed to improve Salvadoran public relations capabilities. 

We were told that IBC prepared materials for the program and 
went to Bl Salvador, while there, IBC met with various people 
and gave them advice and a plan; however, the "seminar" never 
took place as a formal seminar. Instead, individual counseling 
took place with 20 to 25 individuals. The former Ambassador 
informed us that he went to Bl Salvador in June 1984 but not 
during the period late August and early September 1984. 

Moreover, he said that except for his travel expenses he 
received no other payment for the work he performed in June 
1984. The IBC proposal for the seminar in August/September 1984 
included a $1,000 honorarium for the services of the former 
Ambassador. During the same period IBC was providing services 
to S/LPD under purchase order 1001-402296. The order covered 
travel expenses to Bl Salvador for IBC personnel and the 
evaluation of the government's public information programs. 

S/LPD officials were unaware of the nature and extent of IBC 
performance under the training order. 

while the IBC official told us that the work ordered by 
M/FSI's training order was not performed in accordance with the 
specific requirements of the order, the invoice submitted by IBC 
showed tuition for ten officials for a price of $16,198 for a 
two-week seminar for El Salvadoran Government Officials in late 
August—early September 1984. This IBC invoice was paid based 
on the "self-certification” process. 

On July 13, 1987, M/FSI informed us that its internal 
controls over pass-through contracts such as the one discussed 
above had been strengthened to prevent similar problems in the 
future, we believe the delegation of procurement authority to 
M/FSI should be reviewed to determine whether it is appropriate 
for the Registrar to continue to award these types of training 
orders in the future. ( Recommendation 9 ). Moreover, we believe 
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that action should be taken to recover funds from IBC since the 
services specified in the training order issued by M/FSI were 
not performed. ( Recommendation 10 ). 

Comments of Department Officials 

In commenting on a draft of this report, the former head of 
S/LPD stated (1) he was not aware of the procurement policies 
and regulations, (2) he relied on his staff and procurement 
office staff to insure that appropriate rules were complied 
with, (3) he was never informed about any irregularities in 
S/LPD's procurement practices, rather, he was informed that such 
practices were followed all the time, (4) he was not adequately 
supported by the Department with administrative and other 
personnel familiar with Departmental procedures, and (S) the 
pricing of many of IBC's activities such as handling defectors 
and establishing credibility of U.S. government officials was 
difficult to establish. 

Officials in A/OPR and A/OPE described the causes for the 
problems somewhat differently. Both stated that a lack of 
resources within the procurement function has been a historical 
problem in the Department and has hindered the carrying out of 
effective procurement operations. Kowaver, both also stated 
that the majority of the fault for the problems with the XBC 
contracts was with the programming office (in this case S/LPD) 
rather than the procurement or contracting officials. A/OPR 
commented that S/LPD exploited the situation by entering into 
unauthorized commitments, selecting the source, deciding upon 
dollar amounts and relying on the contracting officer to correct 
the situation on an urgent and compelling basis to facilitate 
payment. Both A/OPR and A/OPE stated that S/LPD used extreme 
duress and "stoamrolled" procurement officials to process 
acquisitions which did not comply with appropriate regulations. 
A/OPR also commented that the report did not recognize the 
considerable progress which has been made in the procurement 
operations in the Department since the subject contracts with 
XBC and its principals were processed. Along these lines, he 
stated that most of the recommendations concerning procurement 
operations have already bean implemented. 

We acknowledge that a lack of personnel resources could have 
been a contributing factor in the operations of both S/LPD and 
procurement. We found that the former head of S/LPD made many 
requests for staffing and other support for his office, we also 
verified that administrative positions in S/LPD turned over 
frequently and were vacant during some periods. In summary, we 
agree that S/LPD probably was not adequately supported by the 
Department. We also acknowledge that the lack of adequate 
personnel resources in the procurement function has been a 
problem reported previously by the Inspector General. 

Concerning progress made in procurement activities we believe 
that significant improvements may have been made; however, the 
scope of this inquiry was limited to specific procurement 
actions, some of which were several years old. we did not 
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conduct a review of the Department's procurement function and 
therefore cannot comment on its overall operations. We will, 
however, conduct a complete examination of procurement 
activities in the future. 

In our opinion, as we stated in the report,, both S/LPD and 
procurement personnel are responsible for the problems in the 
acquisition process. We believe that as a manager, the former 
head of S/LPD had a responsibility to be knowledgeable of basic 
federal procurement requirements, such as the prohibition 
against directing a contractor to begin work or otherwise 
comnitting the government to contracts without the authority to 
do so. 

C. Reasonableness of Prices and Performance 


Some charges to the FY 1986 contract appear to be 
questionable. The specific types and amounts of such costs will 
be described in a separate report on an incurred cost audit 
which currently is being conducted by OIG staff. In addition, 
as previously discussed under the Acquisition Process, IBC's 
conduct of a media relations seminar differed so significantly 
from its proposal for the seminar that we recommended collection 
efforts by Department officials ( see Recommendation 10 ). While 
deliverables were vaguely defined and reported, the performance 
by Prank Gomez and ISC on all other purchase orders and 
contracts was approved, accepted, and frequently applauded by 
S/LPD officials. 

With the exception of the FY 1986 contract, we did not 
conduct incurred cost audits because the purchase orders and 
contracts were fixed price procurements. Our audit of that 
contract has been delayed somewhat because of the unavailability 
of documents and because we were requested to work through the 
legal firm representing IBC in obtaining information about the 
work performed. Based on preliminary results of the audit, it 
appears that travel and ADP equipment costs charged by IBC are 
questionable. 

The travel expenses Included lodging, transportation, meals, 
clothing, and other items for individuals while they were in 
Washington, D.C. and other cities in the united States under the 
sponsorship of S/LPD. During these visits, the exiles and 
defectors ware giving interviews; meeting with groups, members 
of Congress; and attending press conferences. These work 
elements and costs were not specifically included in the final 
contract issued by procurement, although they were included in 
the proposal sent to OPR/STP. The amount that is disallowed 
will be determined during the incurred cost audit. 

The charges for computer support need to be recomputed. In 
the os,- proposal, IBC stated that $25 an hour was the best 
price available from vendors for computer access. This rate was 
accepted for use in the cost review. The actual amount IBC 
billed for computer usage totalled $7,981. This amount almost 
equalled the total cost of the computer equipment, software, and 
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supplies purchased by IBC ($8,277). Since the equipment was not 
used only for the Department of State contract, and is still 
available for use by IBC for other clients and its own staff, 
there should be an adjustment of the computer charges. 

Finally, the indirect rates need to be recomputed. 

Provisional indirect rates were computed during the cost 
proposal review. These rates are subject to recomputation and 
adlustment based on the actual costs Incurred. Work performed 
under the FY 1986 contract, as well as all work under all other 
purchase orders and contracts except the M/FSI training order 
was invoiced, approved for payment by S/LPD officials, and 
certified and processed for payment by M/COMP personnel, in 
each case it appears that at least some work was performed; 
however, it appears that Department personnel approved invoices 
for payment without adequate evidence that required work had 
been conducted. 

For example, the purchase order with IHSI for $5^500 was for 
an analysis of S/LPD' s distribution system for publications on 
Central America. The invoice from INSI to S/LPD was a one 
sentence statement that the analysis had been completed and that 
payment was requested. An S/LPD official certified that the 
work had been completed and forwarded the invoice for payment 
and payment was made. There was no written report of the 
analysis. Frank Gome* informed us that, while no written report 
was prepared, an analysis was conducted. He stated that the 
main purpose of the purchase order, however, was to start 
designing and implementing a new distribution system for 3/LPD. 
The s/LPD official who certified the invoice for payment 
informed us that he did not recall whether an analysis had been 
performed. 

we believe that purchase orders and contracts should be more 
specific in describing required performance and that officials 
approving invoices for payment should have more evidence that 
the required work has been performed. ( Recommendations 11 and 
12). On balance, almost all officials we interviewed expressed 
Satisfaction with the quality and level of performance on the 
subject contracts. 



In commenting on a draft of this report the former head of 
S/LPD again expressed satisfaction with the level and quality of 
work performed by IBC and Frank Gome* for the Department. He 
described in some detail the difficulty in pricing such 
activities as re-establishing the credibility of government 
officials or the handling of defectors, two of the functions he 
stated were being purchased under the contract. While we agree 
that establishing a price for some activities may be difficult, 
it is firmly and clearly required by procurement regulations. 

The response also illustrates the nature of the problem with 
vaguely defined work elements. As stated the functions are not 
only difficult to price but also difficult to measure, evaluate. 
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and certify as completed so that payment can be authorized—also 
required by procurement regulations. 


D. Lobbying Activities . 

Although allegations were widespread, there is no .evidence 
that S/LPD staff participated directly or Indirectly in any 
unlawful lobbying or that XBC spent S/LPD contract funds for 
lobbying activities. Many of S/LPD's and XBC's activities under 
contract with S/LPD provided opportunities to conduct prohibited 
lobbying; however, there is no evidence that these officials 
violated the anti-lobbying statute. 

Public diplomacy is separated from lobbying by a thin and 
complex line. The basic legislation, 18 USC 1913 (the 
"anti-lobbying statute") provides that 

"No part of the money appropriated by any enactment of 
Congress shall, in the absence of express authorization by 
Congress, be used directly or indirectly to pay for any 

P ersonal service, advertisement, telegram, telephone, 
etter, printed or written matter, or other device, intended 
or designed to influence in any manner a Member of Congress, 
to favor or oppose, by vote or otherwise, any legislation or 
appropriation by Congress, whether before or after the 
introduction of any bill or resolution proposing such 
legislation or appropriation; but this shall not prevent 
officers or employees of the United States or of its 
departments or agencies from communicating to Members of 
Congress, on the request of any Member or to Congress, 
through the proper official channels, vsquests for 
legislation or appropriations which they deem necessary for 
the efficient conduct of the public business." 

Many of S/LPD*s activities provided opportunities to conduct 
improper,lobbying. The Coordinator and staff traveled and spoke 
extensively on the merits of the Administration's policy and 
programs for Central America. S/LPD paid for the cost of 
publication and circulation of pamphlets and articles favorable 
to the Administration's policy. S/LPD sponsored, paid for, and 
escorted Central American refugees and exiles to cities in the 
United States for speaking engagements before members of 
Congress and various private sector audiences. If, in carrying 
out these activities, S/LPD personnel had suggested or agreed 
that a member(s) of Congress should be contacted and encouraged 
to support programs in Central America, a violation would have 
occurred. 

During our Inquiry we questioned a number of S/LPD's 
activities and discussed them with OIG investigations staff and 
the Department of Justice, one such activity was reflected in a 
June 2S, 1985, memorandum from the Administrative Officer of 
S/LPD to the S/S-EX Budget Officer providing information in 
support of S/LPD's budget request. The memorandum contained the 
following statement: 


/ 
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"During the recent congresstonal hearings on financial 
assistance to the freedom fighters in Nicaragua, S/LPD furnished 
floor speeches and talking papers to Congressional supporters of 
the President's program”. 

During discussions with an official from the Department of 
Justice we were informed that this activity was not a violation 
of the anti-lobbying statute as it has been interpreted by the 
Department of Justice. According to this individual, violations 
are evident only where the appropriated funds are used to 
effectuate a grass roots type of campaign directed at 
influencing a member(s) of Congress. 

to some extent Congress was informed of S/LPD's activities. 
In the Department's FY 1937 budget request, under the Office of 
the Secretary, the following information was included: 

"One unit within the Office of the Secretary is the Office 
of Public Diplomacy for Latin America and the Caribbean. r .hls 
office has coordinated the efforts of appropriate agencies of 
the Federal Government toward a better public awareness and 
understanding of the administration's policy in Latin America 
and the Caribbean. This office also sponsors t-he public 
appearances of individuals whose experiences in Latin America or 
the Caribbean are germane to public debate on policy Issues for 
the region. In the last 12 months, the office has arranged for 
more than 400 public appearances (including speaking before 
refugee and exile groups in the United States), and more than 
100 radio and television appearances, of its staff and others, 
including foreign visitors. * * *- During the same period it has 
arranged for publication and dissemination of publications and 
pamphlets (Including translations of foreign originated 
articles)." 

There is no evidence that IBC performed lobbying activities 
for the Department under contract. Notwithstanding the 
considerable press coverage of iBC's activities in this and 
related areas, our work to date has disclosed no evidence that 
S/LPD knowingly paid IBC or Frank Gomez to perform prohibited 
lobbying activities. As mentioned previously, the scope of our 
inquiry Included only the activities of IBC or Frank Gomez 
performed under the purchase orders and contracts with the 
Department between 1964 to 1966. Our work did not Include the 
activities of IBC or Frank Gomez performed for other clients. 

The first head of s/LPD informed us that he was alert from 
the beginning that his official public diplomacy functions would 
put him close to the prohibitions against lobbying contained in 
the State Department appropriation acts and the anti-lobbying 
statute. He requested guidance from the Legal Adviser's office 
and circulated to his staff the guidance provided: "Do's and 
Don't's in Department Public Affairs Activities." Most of the 
key S/LPD officials we interviewed stated that considerable care 
was exercised within S/LPD to assure that lobbying violations 
did not occur. 


76-986 0-88 - 87 
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Thera is also evidence that S/LPD participated in a group 
with other organizations which conducted activities which S/LPD 
would have been prohibited from performing (e.g. a targeted 
telephone campaign in selected congressional districts). One 
example is reflected in a document titled "Chronological Event 
Checklist" which was located in the S/LPD administrative files 
and IBC files. The document, dated March 1, 1985, lists 
week-by-week activities, along with the person or organization 
responsible for carrying them out. Three of the entries on the 
checklist are as follows: 


Event Responsibility 

Send resource book on the Contodora process State/LPD 

to congressmen, media outlets, private 
organizations and individuals interested 
in Nicaragua. 

Prepare themes for approaches to Congressmen NSC 
based on overall listed perceptions which will 
directly attack the publicly and privately 
expressed objections to voting for financial 
aid. 


Targeted telephone campaign begins in 120 (Private 

Congressional districts. CITIZENS FOR citizen) 

AMERICA district activists organize phone- 
tree to targeted Congressional offices 
encouraging them to vote for aid to the freedom 
fighters in Nicaragua. 


we were unable to establish the authorship of this document 
and others like it even though we found them in both S/LPD and 
IBC files. None of the officials we contacted could recall 
specifically where the documents came from or how they came to 
be filed with other related documents. 

we found no evidence that S/LPD funds, either directly or 
through its contracts with Frank Gomes and IBC, were used for 
the activities listed as the responsibility of the NSC and the 
private citizen. The preparation and dissemination of the 
publication on the Contodora process was a legitimate activity 
for S/LPD. 

The SECRET classification of the IBC contract for FT 1986 
probably gave rise to suspicions among the media and in congress 
that Illegal or Improper activities were contemplated under the 
contract. The suspicions were enhanced by later revelations 
that IBC, while under contract to S/LPD, was simultaneously 
involved in questionable dealings with Lt. Col. Oliver North, et 
al. On May 7,1987 one of the IBC partners, Richard Miller, 
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pleaded guilty to one count of conspiracy to defraud the 
government of income tax for his work with Carl R. (Spitz) 
Channel1. There is no evidence, however, that XBC used any 
S/LPD contract funds for prohibited lobbying activities. Also, 
according to press reports of the testimony of Messrs, Channell 
and Miller to the Independent Counsel, they seem to have had no 
need of State Department funds for their other activities 
because of the generous funding available to them from the 
National endowment for the Preservation of Liberty (NEPL), the 
tax exempt foundation of Mr, Channell. 

Comment.*! of Department Officials 

in commenting on a draft of this report the former head of 
S/LPD objected to our inclusion of the Chronological Event 
Checklist. He stated that the document was irrelevant to 
S/LPD's activities and was not prepared by anyone in S/LPD or 
the Department of State. He stated that the use of the document 
could give the impression that S/LPD in some way condoned or 
coordinated the activities listed. The current head of ARA/LPD 
suggested that the document, and others like it, were provided 
to the office by IBC. He stated that all such documents were 
marked CONFIDENTIAL when received from IBC. 

The document in question was only one of several we 
identified in S/LPD*s and IBC's files. Other documents covered 
different time periods and described different activities of 
different organizations. Some of the documents, even those in 
S/LPD*s files, were marked as classified and some were not. we 
acknowledged in the report that the authorship of the document 
was not established and that S/LPD*s activity described in the 
document was an acceptable one; however, we believe that the 
document itself is relevant and that it accurately reflects 
S/LPD*s association with other groups and organizations involved 
in activities which S/LPD would have been prohibited from 
performing or from paying IBC to perform. 

E. Ethical/Conflict of interest Considerations 


The special inquiry disclosed a potential violation of 
ethical standards of conduct and a potential conflict of 
interest. The ethical question involved a Department of Defense 
employee detailed to S/LPD. The potential conflict of interest 
involved activities of Frank Gomes during the period immediately 
preceding his retirement from the U.S. Information Agency. 


1. Ethical Considerations 

The Code of Federal Regulations (22 CFR Part 10.735-201) 
lists various proscribed actions under Ethical and Other Conduct 
and Responsibilities of Employees . The section states that an 
employee shall avoid any action, whether or not specifically 
prohibited by the regulations in this part, which might result 
in, or create the appearance of: (1) giving preferential 
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treatment to any person or (2) losing Independence or 
Impartiality. 

A Department of Defense detailee to S/LPD, who served as a 
Senior Military Advisor from June 1964 through June 1986, and as 
Executive Officer from about June 1985 to June 1986, may have 
violated these regulations. This individual Introduced his 
sister, who was a specialist in establishing and operating mail 
distribution systems, to the head of S/LPD and to Frank Gomes of 
XBC. Both the head of S/LPD and Frank Gomez confirmed that she 
was introduced by the Senior Military Advisor as his sister. At 
the time of the introduction, she was employed by a private firm 
in New York. S/LPD subsequently contracted with XNSX and with 
XBC for analysis, design, and operation of a mail distribution 
system. The sister was hired by XBC to direct the work under 
such contracts. 

By virtue of his position as the Executive Officer, the 
Senior Military Advisor was in a position to influence S/LPD's 
decision to contract for the services and XBC’s decision to hire 
his sister. Also, even though Frank Gomez and XBC had ’performed 
various activities for LPD under severel previous purchase 
orders and contracts, operating a mail distribution system was 
not one of such activities. The analysis, establishment, and 
operation of S/LPD*s distribution system was contracted for on a 
sole-source basis. Xn addition, the Senior Military Advisor was 
Involved in the decision by S/LPD officials to classify the 
final contract with XBC, which included about 8150,000 for 
design and operation of the mail distribution system. He 
informed us that he probably made the suggestion to classify the 
contract although the final decision was made at a higher level. 
As previously stated, we found that the classification of the 
contract was done, without justification, apparently to avoid 
competition and public disclosure of the contract in the CBD. 

Since the Senior Military Advisor is a Department of Defense 
employee who was on a nonreimbursable detail to the Department, 
we referred the matter to the DOD inspector General for further 
consideration and appropriate action on May 16, 1967. 

2. Potential Conflict of Interest 


Prior to being employed by S/LPD on a purchase order in 
February 1984, Frank Gomez was employed as the Director of 
Foreign Press Centers for USXA. He retired from that agency on 
February 14, 1984 and the performance date for the work called 
for by the purchase order with S/LPD was February 14, 1984 
through May 31, 1984. 

Documents contained in the S/LPD files indicate that, while 
he was employed by USXA, Frank Gomez established the Institute 
for North-South Issues and negotiated with USXA and the State 
Department for contract work after he retired. The purchase 
order discussed above was also negotiated with S/LPD while he 
was employed by USXA. 
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This matter was referred to the U3XA IG along with available 
documentation on May IS, 1967 to determine whether any conflict 
of interest laws or regulations were violated. 

F. Congressional and Press Guidance 

A relatively small, but important, portion of information 
provided to Congressional requesters and as press guidance was 
either inaccurate, incomplete, or potentially misleading. There 
was no evidence that mistakes were made intentionally. 

The first external interest in the Department's contracts 
with IBC and its principals was by Senator John Xerry of the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee on December 17, 1966. On 
December 19, 1986, Representative Edward Feighan of the House 
Foreign Affairs Committee requested information about the IBC 
and other contracts. Since that time numerous additional 
requests have been made by: 

Congressman Dante Fascell, House Foreign Affairs, 2/9/87 
House Foreign Affairs Committee Staff, 2/10/87 
Congressman Lee Hamilton, House Foreign Affairs, 2/13/87 
Congressman Dante Fascell, Houve Foreign Affairs, 3/4/87 
Senator John Kerry, Senate Foreign Relations, 3/24/87 
Congressmen Fascell and Broomfield, House Foreign Affairs, 
3/26/87 

Senator Kerry's December 17, 1906 request was for "any and 
all contracts between the State Department, or any agency or 
entity under its aegis, and international Business 
Communications, * * * or Richard Miller or Frank Gomes, two of 
IBC's principals, entered into at any time from 1961 to the 
present." In responding to the request on January 29, 1987 the 
Department’s correspondence stated: "A search of our contract 
files cohering the year 1961 through the present has surfaced 
the two enclosed contract documents." The documents referred to 
were the last two contracts with IBC—the FY 1986 contract for 
$276,186 and the contract for the 7 months ending September 
30,1985, for $90,000. As discussed above, our work shows that 
there were four earlier purchase orders and contracts with Frank 
Gomes and IBC totalling $69,400 between February and December 
1984. 


Press guidance was prepared on several occasions.in 
February, March, and April 1987. Press guidance prepared by ara 
on February 7, 1967 included a carles of questions and answers, 
one of which was as follows: 

"Q. Why was the State Department contract with IBC 
backdated? Is this normal practice? 

"A. The contract with IBC was not backdated. The contract 
was signed in September 1986 to cover the period from October 
1985 to September 1986. 
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"The contract was negotiated well in advance of being 
signed. However, its terms required that the contracting firm 
obtain specific security clearances before the contract could be 
signed. Procurement regulations allow unclassified work to be 
performed in such cases pending the receipt of the security 
clearances necessary to allow the signing of the contract." 

The inference that IBC delayed the classified activities and 
worked only on unclassified activities pending receipt of its 
security clearance is erroneous. The records show, and anyone 
familiar with the contract should have known, that IBC was 
conducting allegedly "classified" activities before receiving 
its clearance and, in fact, had completed all such activities 
before receiving the clearance. 

We believe that officials providing information for 
Congressional requesters and press briefings should be reminded 
to exercise caution to Insure that such information is accurate 
and complete. ( Recommendation 13 ). 

G. Departmental Cooperation with Congressional Requesters 

Responsiveness to requests for information by members of the 
Congress and their staffs has been somewhat slow and fragmented, 
although the volume of Information requested has been 
considerable. The role of the Office of the Legal Adviser in 
providing information to the requesters was not completely 
understood and was a source of some friction with some members 
of Congress and Congressional staff. 

Departmental procedures for providing information to 
Congressional requesters are described in 5 fam 110 and the. 
Secretariat Handbook. The procedures require Congressional 
correspondence to be answered, or at least acknowledged, within 
3 workdays from receipt in the action office. Concerning 
requests for information, the stated policy is that all officers 
are authorized and encouraged to provide prompt and forthcoming 
support. 

The Department has been criticized, mainly by staff of the 
House Foreign Affairs Committee (HFAC), for not cooperating with 
Congressional requesters attempting to obtain information about 
the contracts with IBC and Frank Gomez. On February 19, 1987, 
in testimony before the HFAC, the Secretary was asked about the 
Department's unresponsiveness to the Committee's request. The 
Chairman and Ranking Hinority Member stated that "Apparently, 
the Department is following an internal review process before 
documents are furnished to the Committee that has effectively 
choked off the flow of information to the Committee, in the 
interest of comity, we respectfully request the Department to 
speed up the process." 

The criticism of the Department focuses on two main 
Issues—first, the length of time taken in responding to 




1151 


-29- 

requests for information and, second, the role of the office of 
the Legal Adviser in releasing information to the requesters. 

In the case of timeliness, requests for Information took as 
long as a month, or longer, to receive a response. The request 
from Congressman Feighan, dated December 19, 1986, took over 3 
months. On balance, the requests for information from the 
Department have been voluminous. One request alone involved 
copies of documentation for 90 procurements on 67 separate 
procurement actions. Another problem has been that Department 
officials have been quicker to promise information to 
Congressional requesters than to deliver such information. 

During an on-the-record meeting between staff of the KFAC and 
officials from H, ARA/LPD, OPR/STP, and L on February 10, 1987, 
numerous questions were asked and requests for information from 
the Department were made. Department officials agreed to 
respond to the questions and provide the information requested; 
however, no one inventoried what had been promised and made sure 
that information promised was delivered. As of Hay 4, 1987, 
some of the information still had not been provided. 

The role of the Office of the Legal Adviser in the process 
for receiving requests from the Congress and responding to those 
requests has also caused consternation, particularly among 
Congressional and General Accounting Office (GAO) staff. The 
role was, or at least was perceived to be, unusual since L 
normally does not function as a conduit for detailed information 
requests and responses to such requests. All files and 
documentation requested by the staff, and, in the initial stages 
of our inquiry, even by representatives of the OZG, were first 
reviewed by L before being made, available for examination by the 
staff. Requests for copies of documents were made through L. 
This process was criticised as an attempt to obstruct staff 
Investigations of the Department's contracts with IBC and 
others. 

According to the Deputy Legal Adviser responsible for 
coordinating the Department's cooperation with the Iran/Contra 
investigations, the Secretary asked the Office of the Legal 
Adviser to coordinate the efforts of an Informal working Group 
(IWG), which was composed of persons from a number of bureaus 
and was designed to facilitate all of the Department's efforts 
to cooperate with various law enforcement ana Congressional 
investigations underway on Iran/Contra issues. L assumed such a 
role before questions were raised about the Department's 
activities with IBC and Frank Gomes, when such questions were 
raised, a judgement was made that the documents involved were 
likely to be requested by the Independent counsel and the 
Congressional Select Committees Investigating the Iran/Contra 
affair. He stated that the IWG adoptsd the same procedures it 
had established for other aspects of the investigation to ensure 
that a thorough search was made, that the chain of custody of 
documents was maintained as required by the independent counsel, 
and that documents and requests therefore were logged and 
arrangements made for prompt access by the various 
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investigators. He stated that this role and rationale was 
explained in a meeting with HFAC Staff on February 26, 1987. 

we believe that Department officials should place a high 
priority on responding to Congressional requests for 
information, particularly after such information has been 
promised by the Department. Officials dealing with 
Congressional representatives should be more selective in 
promising information and should attempt to negotiate reduced 
volumes of Information or phased delivery. Requests should be 
discussed thoroughly with requesters so that redundant, boiler 
plate, and routine procedural information is eliminated unless 
absolutely necessary. Promises of information which are made 
should be systematically tracked to ensure that requested 
information is delivered and further criticism for 
non-responsiveness is minimized. ( Recommendation 14 ). The 
specific nature and purpose of L's role (or the role of any such 
working group or task force) in this and similar issues should 
be clearly defined, documented, and communicated to affected 
parties at the outset. ( Recommendation 15 ). 

Comments of Department Officials 

xn commenting on a draft of this report, A/OPR stated that 
OPR/STP took the lead in trying to be responsive to the Hill and 
that every initiative to release information came from the 
Procurement Division. He added that at no time did any of the 
offices involved assume responsibility for a coordinated 
response. 

H. Other Matters 


1. Classification of the FY 1986 IBC Contract. 


S/LPD classified its final contract with IBC as SECRET, 
contending to officials in OPR/STP and L that it contained 
sensitive information of a national security nature. However, 
the contract was virtually a continuation of an unclassified FY 
1985 contract, except for the addition of an unclassified 
document distribution system. The re was nothing of a natio nal 
security r>,r «««i aisensltlye aa£ure_in the contrantT in our 
.'opinion, the real reason for classification was to avoid 
I publication in the CBD and possible challenges to the sole. 
l source-cont ractual relatio nship with ibc . Most of tEe~remaining 
' staff of ARA/LPD, and the former officials we have contacted, 

( now admit that classification was an error. 


The improper classification created a number of other 
problems since ibc could.not retain-a-copy of the contract, and 
the contract could not be signed until IBC obtained a facility 
clearance. This led to multiple technical security violations 
and probably added to suspicions that the classification was to 
cover improper dealings with IBC. - 
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Tha cciteeia for secret classification are contained in S 
FAM 922.1-2 which reads: 

"Information may not be classified secret unless its 

unauthorized disclosure reasonably could be expected to 

cause serious damage to the national security." 

The FAM also prohibits certain classification actions at 5 
FAM 921.b. It provides that "information may not be classified 
to conceal violations of law. Inefficiency, or administrative 
error; to prevent embarrassment to a person; organization, or 
agency; to restrain competition ; or to prevent or delay-the.. 
release of information that does not require protection in the 
interest of national security." (emphasis added). 

On August 30, 1985, S/LPD requested an extension of the FY 
1985 contract with IBC to provide for services during FY 1986. 
The only new work requirement was for the design and 
implementation of a document distribution system. No mention 
was made that the FY 1986 services would be classified. OPR/STP 
informed S/LPO that the FY 1985 contract was a fixed price 
contract and could not be extended. In addition, OPR/STP 
informed S/LPO that the new contract should be publicized in the 
CBD and full and open competition should be obtained. 

On December «, 1985, S/LPD requested a new contract and 
stated that the services and contractual arrangements were to be 
classified SECRET and not disclosed publicly "because of their 
character, ingredients, and components.” The justification 
statement submitted by S/LPD was prepared so as to appear to 
meet the classification requirements of the FAM. The 
justification stated that "publication of the general nature of 
the performance would be detrimental to ongoing programs under 
S/LPD and revelation of certain operations or allowing 
speculation could result in serious damage to our relations 
with several allies and other foreign states." In a memorandum 
dated February 24, 1986, the Deputy Coordinator wrote: "This is 
a precise definition of secret.” OPR/STP returned all contract 
documents to S/LPD where they were subsequently stamped SECRET. 

S/LPD official's informed us that they decided to classify 
the contract because of concerns for the safety of Central 
American defectors being brought to the United States by IBC for 
media events. They said they believed that if this activity 
became widely known, the safety of the defectors would be 
jeopardized. They acknowledged this activity was not 
specifically described in the contract and that the same 
activity had been conducted by IBC under the previous 
unclassified contract. In fact, S/LPD had previously contracted 
with the U. S. Marshals Service to provide protective services 
for a Central American defector. The correspondence concerning 
the services, invoices, and request for payment were all 
unclassified. 

In our opinion, the only rationale for classification of the 
FY 1986 contract was to avoid publication in the CBD and 
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competition. The contract extension initially proposed by S/LPD 
was unclassified, the statements by S/LPD officials concerning 
the consequences of disclosing such information are not 
accurate, and the safety of Central American defectors does not 
justify a SECRET classification. 

Declassification actions of ARA/LPD also did not follow 
proper procedures. The declassification of the contract on 
January 28, 1967, in response to Senator Kerry's request for 
copies was not improper. The Coordinator of ARA/LPD at the time 
of the declassification had the authority, by succession to the 
Coordinator of S/LPD, to downgrade or declassify a document 
classified by (or by direction of) his predecessor. On January 
28, 1987 he wrote at the bottom of only the original copy of the 
contract: "Declassified by Robt. Kagan 1/28/86.” (sic). The 
correct date was 1/28/87. However, other copies of the document 
were not retrieved for declassification and holders of these 
copies were not notified. Also various other documents which 
were classified subsequent to and because the contract was 
classified were not declassified. On June 9, 1987, following 
several inquiries from OIG staff, the Coordinator properly 
declassified the contract and supporting documentation. We 
believe that the Coordinator should be instructed to follow 
established procedures for classifying and declassifying 
documents in the future. ( Recommend a tion 16 ). 

The improper classification created an anomalous situation: 
the contract could not be signed until the contractor had a 
facility clearance; the contractor could not have a copy of the 
contract; and the contractor could not be paid until the 
contract was signed. The classification of the contract 
probably also gave rise to, and later fed, allegations of 
improper lobbying through use of a classified contract. 

Having created the problem of a classified contract with an 
uncleared contractor, S/LPO and IBC did not act quickly to 
resolve t{ie problem. Pour security investigations were begun by 
the Defense investigative Service (DXS) at the request of S/LPD 
and ARA/LPD in 1986: February S, April 17, May 14, and July 
10. According to DXS reports the first two were terminated 
after XBC refused to respond to the investigators; the third was 
terminated when DXS learned that XBC was not a registered 
partnership; and the fourth resulted only in an "interim* 
clearance, in the tenth month of the contract, but without 
permission to possess classified material on the contractor's 
premises. XBC was finally granted a secret facility clearance 
on November 17, 1986, nearly two months after the contract was 
completed. However that clearance still did not allow the 
contractor to have classified information on its premises. As 
discussed below, we found evidence that this requirement was 
violated and we referred the issue to the Bureau of Diplomatic 
Security for appropriate action. 


While the fault for failure to obtain the necessary 
clearance is primarily IBC's, S/LPD should not have allowed its 
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contractor to continue to perform on a classified contract 
without a facility clearance. ( See Recommendation 16 ). 

2. Security Violations by IBC and LPD 

During the course of the inquiry several potential security 
violations were discovered. In responding to our request, IBC's 
legal firm provided documents which were marked with the 
security classification CONFIDENTIAL. Our information indicated 
that the contractor did not have authority to store classified 
documents and neither did the legal firm, in addition, the 
documents had been commercially copied before they were provided 
to us. During our review of S/LPD files, we found a TOP SECRET 
document improperly stored in a bar-lock cabinet. These 
problems were referred to the Bureau of Diplomatic Security (DS) 
for investigation and appropriate action on April 9 and May 5, 
1987. ( See Recomnendatlon 16 ). 

Comments of Department Officials 

In commenting on a draft of this report, the former head of 
S/LPD stated that the DOD detailee told him that a procurement 
official had suggested that the contract be classified so he 
assumed that this was the proper thing to do. He also described 
the issue of safety of the defectors which IBC was handling for 
S/LPD and stated that keeping this activity secret seamed to be 
the prudent thing to do. The current haad of ARA/LPD, on the 
other hand, stated that the activities conducted under the 
contract were not classified and that the contract should not 
have been classified. He stated that this was part of his 
rationale for declassifying the contract in January 1987. A/OPR 
stated that new procedures are now in effect which require all 
classified procurements to be brought to his attention. 

in our opinion, the comment regarding the procurement 
officials suggestion is misleading. As the situation was 
described to OIG staff, the suggestion was made only in response 
to comments of S/LPD officials that the contract contained 
sensitive information which should not be disclosed to the 
public. The suggestion was not a concurrence that the 
information contained in the contract was classified. Rather, 
it was presented as advice to S/LPD that if the information was 
sensitive and should be protected from the public, consideration 
should be given to classifying the document. 
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V. RECOMMEHDATIONS 

1. The Department (A) should take appropriate actions to 
implement Department policies to ensure that program offices, 
including S-S/EX, ARA/EX, and ARA/LPD, are prohibited from 
performing the acquisition functions assigned to the contracting 
officers by the Federal Acquisition Regulation. Moreover, this 
policy should prescribe disciplinary action in those Instances 
when a program official acts to commit the Government to 
contracts without the authority to make such commitments. 

2. The Department (A) should direct A/OPB and A/OPR to issue 
instructions to OPR/STP contracting officials to reaffirm their 
responsibilities to adhere to the competition requirements in 
the Federal Acquisition Regulation. If deemed appropriate by 
OPE, these instructions may be provided to other contracting 
officials in the Department. 

3. The Department (A) should direct A/OPB and A/OPR to issue 
instructions to the OPR/STP contracting officials to'stress 
their responsibilities to adhere to the requirements for 
publicizing proposed acquisitions in the Commerce Business Daily 
as required by Part S of the Federal Acquisition Regulation. Ir 
deemed appropriate by OPB, these instructions may be provided to 
other contracting officials in the Department. 

4. The Department (A) should direct A/OPB and A/OPR to issue 
instructions to the OPR/STP contracting officials to stress 
their responsibilities to adhere to the small purchasing 
procedures in Part 13 of the Federal Acquisition Regulation. 
Specific instructions should be given to OPR/STP officials to 
detect and eliminate split requirements proposed by program 
officials. 

5. The Department (A) should direct A/OPE and A/OPR to issue 
instructions to the OPR/STP contracting officials to define the 
preaward*and postaward contract administration functions they 
are to perform. Moreover, OPE should conduct a random review of 
OPR/STP contracts during early FY 1968 to determine if the 
instructions are being followed by the OPR/STP contracting 
officials. 

6. The Department (A) should direct A/OPB and A/OPR to issue 
Instructions on the use of contract audit services for both 
preaward and postaward contract actions. Moreover, OPB should 
conduct a random review of OPR/STP contracts in early FY 1988 to 
determine if the instructions are being followed by the OPR/STP 
contracting officials. 

7. The Department (A/OPE in coordination with M and A) should 
take the actions necessary to implement an effective acquisition 
planning program within the Department as required by Part 7 of 
the Federal Acquisition Regulation. Moreover, OPE should review 
the results of the planning system in early FY 1986 to determine 
if it is achieving the desired results. 


BEST AVAILABLE COPY 
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8. The Department (A/OPE) should complete the actions necessary 
to finalize the Department of State Acquisition Regulation as 
expeditiously as possible. 

9. The Department (A/OPE) should review the current delegation 
of procurement authority issued to the Foreign service Institute 
(M/FSI) and determine whether it needs to be modified to 
preclude the use of the Registrar's authority to issue training 
orders for persons outside the Department using funds that are 
not M/FSI funds. 

10. The Department (M/FSI) should take immediate action to 
recover funds from International Business Communications (IBC) 
for nonperformance of services under Training Order Mo. 
1001-402486. 

11. The Department (ARA/EX) should instruct ARA/LPD to prepare 
purchase requirements in sufficient detail to allow OPR/STP to 
structure definitive, quantifiable, statements of work which 
identify deliverables and delivery dates. 

12. The Department (A/OPR) should direct OPR/STP to reject 
purchase requirements which lack sufficient detail to develop 
definitive, quantifiable statements of work. 

13. The Department (H and PA) should instruct all Department 
offices, including ARA and L, to exelrcise more care to insure 
the accuracy and completeness of information provided for 
Congressional requesters and press guidance. 

14. The Department (H) should modify instructions for use by 
Department offices and officials in dealing with Congressional 
requesters. Such instructions should address informal or verbal 
requests and should include the need to: 

.place a high priority on responding to Congressional 
requests, particularly after information has been 
promised, 

thoroughly discuss, define, delimit, and document the 
information needed to respond to the request, 

obtain a written request for the information, if 
possible, and 

periodically follow-up on commitments to provide 
information, to insure that requests do not remain open 
for excessively long periods. 

15. The Department (H in coordination with L and S/S), when it 
is desirable to designate L (or any other working group or task 
force) as a focal point for receiving and responding to requests 
for information on a particular subject, should describe the 
nature and purpose of the arrangement in writing and communicate 
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it to affected parties, particularly those in the Congress, at 
the outset. 

16. The Department (DS and ARA) should require that the 
Coordinator and staff of ARA/LPD familiarize themselves with the 
Department's security regulations and adhere strictly to the 
classification, declassification, and physical protection 
requirements of 5 FAM 920, 930, 940, 950, 960, and 970. 




X 




KEY PROGRAM AND PROCUREMENT OFFICIALS 
INVOLV ED IN CONTRACTS ' ' W I TH" ’ IBC "~X HP ITS PR I HC IPALS 


EXHIBIT A 


Position 


Coordinator 


Deputy 

Coordinator 

Deputy 

Coordinator 

Administrative 

Officer 


Procurement 
Division Chief 


Procut fun-tit 
Execut j vu 


STAFFING OF KEY POSITIONS IN S/LPD (ARA/LPD) 1964-1987 


1984 


1985 


1966 


1987 


Otto J. Reich Otto J. Reich 

(STATE) 


Otto J. Reich Robert W. Kagan 

(to 1/86) 

John D. Blacken, Acting 
(1/86 - 5/86) 

Robert W. Kagan 
(from 5/86) 


John D. Blacken John D. Blacken 
(STATE) 


John D. Blacken 
(to 5/86) 


Cresencio Arcos 
(USIA) 


Johnathan S. Miller Johnathan S. Miller John Scafe, Acting 
(STATE) (USIA) 


Daniel Fisk 
(STATE) 


vacant 

Matthew Freedman 
(USAID) 


Francis Gardner Thomas F• Calhoun Vacant 

(STATE) (to 12/86) (Daniel Fisk, 

Daniel Jacobowitz Acting) 

(DOD) (9/85 - Jj2/85) 

Thomas F. Calhoun 
(STATE)(from 12/85) 


STAFFING OF KEY PROCUREMENT POSITIONS 1984 - 1987 


John Conway John Conway • Barbara A. Garland, Robert B. Dickson 

(to 6/85) Acting,(to 4/86) 

Joseph w. Globe- 
Acting (to 10/85) 

Barbara A. Garland, Robert B- Dickson 
Acting (from 10/85) (from 4/86) 


John Conway, 
Acting 


John Conway, 
Acting 


John Conway 
(from 2/86) 


John Conway 
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LISTING OF OFFICIALS INVOLVED IN 
EACH CONTRACT- 


Order/Contract No. 

Officials Involved 

1001-402214 
Awarded to: 

Mr. Gomez 

0. Reich, S/LPD (Requested Order) 

J. Miller, S/LPD (Liaison Officer)* 

1001-402296 
Awarded to: 

Mr. Gomez. 

O. Reich, S/LPD (Requested Order) 

J. Miller, S/LPD (Liaison Officer)* 

S. Canady, OPR/STP (Signed Order) 

1001-502074 
Awarded to: 

IBC 

J. Miller, S/LPD (Requested Order) 

(Liaison Officer)* 

S. Canady, OPR/STP (Signed Order) 

1001-502356 
Awarded to: 

INSI 

F. Gardner, S/LPD (Requested Order) 

(COTR) 

R. Green, OPR/STP (Signed Order) 

1001-402486 
Awarded to: 

IBC. 

O. Reich, S/LPD (Requested Order) 

J. Miller, S/LPD (COTR) 

A. Edwards M/FSI (Signed Training Order) 

1001-502160 
Awarded to: 

IBC. 

F. Gardner, S/LPD (Requested Contract) 

(COTR) 

J. Miller, S/LPD (Proposed as COTR but not designated) 
J. Handrahan, OPR/STP (Negotiated Contract) 

B. Garland, OPR/STP (Signed Contract) 

1001-602066 
Awarded to: 

IBC 

O. Reich, S/LPD (Requested Contract from S/S-EX) 

F. Gardner, S/LPD (Requested Contract from OPR/STP) 

R. Kagan, S/LPD (COTR) 

J. Blacken, S/LPD (Designated as COTR by S/LPD, not 
named as COTR due to rotation) 

L. Berryhill, OPR/STP (Negotiated Contract) 

B. Garland, OPR/STP (Signed Contract) 

J. Conway, A/OPE (Ratified S/LPD Actions) 


•NOTE: 


No Contracting Officers Technical Representative (COTR) was designated 
on the purchase orders. Instead, a Liaison Officer was designated. 
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exhibit B - Memorandum from Former Coordinator 
of S/LPD dated July 17, 1987 

United State* Department of State 

ffbthington, D.C. 20520 
July 17, 1987 


MEMORANDUM 


TO: 

PROM: 

SUBJECT: 


OIG/AUD - Lynn W. 
Ambassador Otto J 


Burgener 
Reich 




Draft Report—Special Inquiry into the. 
Department's Contracts with International 
Business Communications (IBC) 


The following are my comments on the draft report; I 
can only address myself to those management decisions over 
which I had an impact at S/LPD. Several of the 
allegations concerning Department procedures occurred 
after I left S/LPD and many do not apply to S/LPD. 

I will begin with page 14 on the report, which is 
where the main text starts. 

Page 14, IV, Para A. I wish to take issue with the 
statement that ’the need for the purchase orders and 
contracts may have been justifiable in the beginning but 
was questionable in the later periods as S/LPD's in-house 
staff grew and gained experience.* This judgment is 
subjective and erroneous, and frankly, constitutes 
second-guessing. The purchase orders and contracts for 
outside assistance were as justifiable as the staff grew 
as they were at the beginning, because the demands on the 
office grew geometrically while the staff grew 
arithmetically. As the office became more and more a 
reliable source of information for members of the 
executive branch—including the President., the Vice 
President, the Secretaries of State and Defense, the 
Director of Central intelligence—the congress, the media, 
and other audiences; demands on this office increased, in 
the ’later periods" the S/LPD staff was just as busy as it 
had been at the beginning. The enormous amount of product 
which was demanded and received by our audiences caused 
our staff to work extremely long hours and every weekend. 
In fact the IBC contract which first drew the attention of 
the Congress and the press and-which caused this IG report 
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to be undertaken, was a result of the inability of the 
State Department to properly distribute the voluminous 
amount of S/LPD materials satisfactorily to audiences in 
the executive and legislative branches as well outside of 
government. 

I would like to add at this point tha one of the 
principal objectives of the office from the very first day 
wac to help re-establish the credibility o' the 

- A dm ini s trations In form a t io n .— W hen the office was __ 

created, a number of Members of Congress and the media 
were publicly questioning the credibility of the 
Administration. I am very proud to say that in two and a 
half' years of producing scores of documents, speeches, 
briefings, issues papers and other materials, not one 
factual error or mistake was made in S/r,PD materials. In 
April of 1985 Secretary Shultz told me that, in his 
opinion, S/LPD had done *a superlative, an outstanding* 
job. This sentiment about the office was not a result of 
carelessness or lack of attention to detail, it is very 
easy to second-guess the actions of an executive, whether 
in the government or the private sector, two years after 
the fact. But the reader should put himself in the 
position in which the Administration found itself in the 
summer of 1983, when banner headlines in the press too 
often distorted or misrepresented the facts of reality in 
Central America and of the policy of the United States 
designed to deal with the crisis (as the President 
correctly called it) in that region of the world. The 
'urgency* never passed, at least as far as the President 
of the United States and his senior advisors were 
concerned. In fact, even after I had already left for 
Venezuela and taken over my duties as Ambassador, the 
President continued to use S/LPD products in his _ 
successful battle to obtain congressional support for his 
Central American policy. 

There is a factual error (in the second paragraph of 
page 10 and again on page 14) which states 'Coordinator 
Reich came to State in December 1983....' Actually, I 
began the public diplomacy activities on July 5, 1983, 
immediately upon public announcement of the establishment 
of the office. The Office had been established, as the 
report states on July 1, 1983, but I had been designated 
at a meeting of the National Security Council on June 21, 
1983. [The possible reason for the confusion in the dates 
may stem from the fact that from July to December 1983 I 
was still on the AID payroll and in effect working on 
detail from AID to State.] The report is completely 
correct however, when it states that 'lacking adequate 
staff, Mr. Reich obtained permission to contract for a 
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short-term professional services contract in February 1984 
with Prank Gomez....* I believe it is important to state 
(in fact, it cannot be overstated) how much this office 
was lacking not only in adequate staff/ but in adequate 
resources of all kinds. As I told the IG Team/ I 
personally had to ask constantly for resources for what 
was supposed to be a presidential initiative. It took 
months for S/LPD to obtain its own office space, 
telephones, typewriters, staff, and all the other support 
necessary to carry out its function. 


One very important element related to inadequate 
resources, which had direct bearing on the subject of this 
inquiry, was my constant request for an administrative 
officer from the State Department to be assigned to S/LPD 
to assist us in all administrative matters. This 
Included—and I remember repeatedly mentioning this as an 
example of why we needed such administrative support- 
supervision of our outside contracts (e.g., IBC). It took 
over a year from the time that the office was established 
for a State Department administrative expert to be 
assigned to S/LPD. Even then, we had only what amounted 
to *TD¥* personnel as we changed administrative officers 
frequently because of other priorities of the Department. 
In fact, over two years after the establishment of the 
office, I personally requested the Director General of the 
Foreign Service to please see if he could identify an 
experienced person to fill the again empty administrative 
slot in S/LPD. This was after a two-month gap in that 
position in the fall of 1985. This timing is very 
important and bears elaboration because it is precisely 
during this period in 1985 when S/LPD had no State 
Department administrative officer assigned to it, that the 
IBC contract in question (the one which is allegedly 
erroneously classified) was negotiated. Because of the 
lack of administrative support, I had to turned to a 
Department of Defense detailee, an active duty military 
officer, to help me with administrative matters. This 
officer was an extremely hard-working and conscientious 
individual but he had absolutely no knowledge of State 
Department procedures, much less contracting. However, I 
had no choice but to turn to him as I had already been 
designated as Ambassador to Venezuela and was trying to 
focus on my ongoing assignment, while still trying to keep 
the office in operation. In fact, it was on a trip to 
Quito, Ecuador, in October of 1985 to attend the Andean 
Chiefs of Mission Conference in anticipation of my future 
Ambassadorial assignment that I requested the Director 
General of the Foreign Service to find S/LPD an 
administrative officer. I told the Director General that 
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I wanted to leave S/LPD in the best possible management 
condition. Immediately upon his return to Washington, the 
Director General did find us an administrative officer, 
but this person could not be detached from his assignment 
until six weeks later (December 1985). in effect, 
therefore, we were without administrative support for 
another crucial period. It can be argued that the 
inability of the Department to provide S/LPD with such 
help was an important contributing factor to any 
irregularities which may have occurred in the handling of 
the IBC relationship. I think it is a very telling 
commentary on the Department's priorities that one and a 
half years later (1987) approximately half a dozen 
experienced State Department auditors were found to look 
into the contract. These individuals spent a total of 
approximately two to three months looking <nto this 
relationship. Had we had just one of these capable and 
knowledgeable individuals assisting us with our 
contracting procedures in S/LPD in 1984 and 1985, perhaps 
the American taxpayer would have been spared the need for, 
and saved the cost of, this investigation. 

Going back to the Report itself, on page 12, third 
paragraph, it is stated that *in January 1985 the 
coordinator of S/LPD was nominated as Ambassador to 
Venezuela and withdrew from active leadership of S/LPD.* 
This is not correct. It would be correct to state that I 
withdrew completely from active leadership of S/LPD at 
that time. I had Indications since May of 1985 that I was 
going to be nominated as Ambassador to Venezuela. In 
August of 1985, President Reagan signed the internal 
memorandum approving my nomination and requesting PBI and 
other clearances. In early December of 1985 I received 
the call from the President officially requesting that I 
take the job of Ambassador. The last step, in January 
1986, Was the public nomination of the Ambassadorship and 
the transmittal of the nomination papers to the Congress. 
At that time, I withdrew completely from S/LPD leadership 
and concentrated full time on my confirmation hearings and 
in continuing to prepare for the Ambassadorship (something 
which I had already begun to do, concurrently with my 
S/LPD duties, in the summer of 1985). 

On page 16, the report states that the criteria for a 
sole source contract with Prank Gomez appeared to be weak 
though justifiable at first. As the report iself states 
on page 15, I was not familiar with State Department 
regulations and I relied entirely on the advice I 
received—usually through someone on my staff—from the 
contracting office at State. When Prank Gomez appeared on 
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the scene, I was told—repeatedly—that sole source 
contracts 'were done all the tine” and were perfectly 
legal. The report also seems to question why Prank Gomez 
received a series of short-term contracts. There appears 
to be a contradiction here, in that a sole source contract 
was initially justifiable but not later, as Mr. Gomez 
proved himself capable of doing the job even better. I 
would like to reiterate what the report states, and that 
is, that I did not know Prank Gomez until I took over 
S/LPD. When he became available in early 1984, I had no 
knowledge of how he would be able to perform for us. 
Therefore, I thought that the prudent thing to do from a 
management standpoint was to try out Mr. Gomez for a short 
period of time. X was very impressed with his performance 
and extended the contract for another three months, and, 
as the report states we continued increasing his 
activities, as well as his remuneration, in subsequent 
contracts. Borrowing from some of the hindsight se 
abundant in this investigation, we could ask whether 
S/LPD *8 initial contract with Mr. Gomez should have been 
for one year, thus avoiding the present aggravation of 
having to explain three consecutive short-term contracts; 
would that have been justifiable? 

On page 17, the report states that by PY 86, S/LPD 
had nine State Department and ten other agency personnel 
and that, therefore, by that point the original 
justification for outside assistance as no longer valid. 
This is another example of Monday morning quarterbacking. 
In PY 86, the demands on the office far exceeded the 
office's capabilities. On many occasions, we had 
personnel working until one o'clock in the morning and 
through entire weekends, something that is not common 
procedure in the State Department, even though it is one 
of the hardest working of all executive departments. I 
simply*could not justify continuing to demand that kind of 
performance from my staff forever. If anyone questions 
those statements, all they have to do is interview any and 
all of the S/LPD staff to determine what the working hours 
were. Additional' evidence is available from the overtime 
requests for secretaries. It is very easy now for people 
totally unfamiliar with the demands on this office and the 
working conditions prevalent at that time to make the 
statement that 'outside assistance" was no longer 
justified, in fact, it was probably even more justified 
in 1985 than it had been in 1983 since we did not know at 
the beginning exactly what the demands on the office were 
going to be. Moreover, the last contract for IBC, most of 
which was for distribution of S/LPD publications, was made 
necessary by the enormous amount of material which the 
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office was producing. The materials were simply not 
getting into the hands of the people who needed to have 
them. The Administration continued to be criticized by 
officials in the congress, the public, and even the press 
about the lack of effectiveness in 'telling its side of 
the story on Central America.' Having contacted the 
Bureau of Public Affairs, and having examined all of the 
available avenues open to us to distribute the 
Department's publications, I came to the conclusion, with 
the assistance of other State Department officials, that 
the most efficient method open to us was to seek and 
outside source of distribution services. I was told this 
requirement could be added to the IBC contract. Once 
again, I had to assume that the information I was 
receiving from the Department's experts was correct 
especially since, as th« report itself indicates, we were 
not told otherwise. 

The second paragraph on page 17 is not entirely 
correct. It states 'when the leadership of S/LPD changed 
in mid-1986, the new coordinator came to the same 
conclusion and decided to stop contracting with IBC at the 
end of the PY 86 contract and to perform the work 
in-house.* I recall that prior to my departure for 
Venezuela, I had met with the new S/LPD coordinator and 
among other things told him that I thought that the IBC 
contract was simply taking too long to negotiate (it was 
indeed not concluded until September 1986) and that I felt 
that he should find some other way to get the job done. 
This was not a reflection of IBC's ability to do the job, 
it is more a reflection of the frustration with the 
contracting procedures. I was not aware at that time of 
the reason for the the difficulties with IBC, and in fact, 
have only become aware of all of them by reading this 
report. I did know, however, that if they were ever going 
to get'the job done of getting the material distributed, 
and since the IBC contract was taking so long, that the 
Department had to find some other way to do it. 

Page 19. For each example which is listed on this 
page as evidence that S/LPD 'abused* the process, I have 
to respond that I asked, at every opportunity, whether the 
recommendation that was being made to me, by whichever 
person was monitoring the contract and dealing with the 
contracting office, was legal and standard procedure. At 
every step I received the reply that this was standard 
procedure and completely legal and 'done all the time." 

The example of acquisition activities listed on page 21-22 
of the report was thought by me at the time to be 
completely normal. I had no reason to believe otherwise 
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since, 88 the report itself indicates, *the OPR/STP 
contracting offices did not challenge the S/LPD actions as 
unauthorized commitments.* How am I supposed to know, 
when I am attempting to run what was later described by 
seventh floor principals as one of the most productive 
offices in the State Department, that the office upon 
which we were relying for contracting advice and 
assistance had, in the words quoted in the report, 'failed 
to do their job?* 

On page 23 the report states that the sole source 
acquisitions were not justified. I believe this is 
partially second guessing, but also that S/LPD was let 
down once again by the experts in the Department. On 
'sole source* as well as the other apecta of these 
acquisitions, I was told that 'this was done all the time* 
and that I had no reason to believe that our 
recommendations were inadequate or were not justified. 
Since none of these contracts were rejected by the 
contracting office, I had to assume they were adequate and 
proper. 

I would argue with the tone of pages 24-25 in that 
there appears to be a question about Prank Gomes' ability 
to qualify for a sole source contract. Considering the 
condition of S/LPD staff at that time, and the demands 
upon the office, someone with Mr. Gomez' background was 
practically made to order. 

On page 36 there begins a discussion of whether or 
not some of the contract amounts constituted a 'fair and 
reasonable* price. It is very difficult to determine just 
exactly what price to put on the credibility of tJSG 
offficials. It is therefore very difficult to put a price 
on the ability of an individual or a corporation to assist 
the USG and its highest officials to obtain understanding 
and support for a particular policy, (the success of which 
may in fact event a major foreign policy disaster). I 
mention the above to attempt to put the pricing issue in 
its proper perspective. For example, in 1981, (long 
before the establishment of S/LPD) the State Department, 
in an attempt to prove the fact that the Salvadoran 
guerrillas were receiving support and assistance from 
Nicaragua, Issued a so-called 'White Paper* which reported 
extensively on the evidence of Nicaraguan support for the 
Salvadoran guerrillas, in their continuing effort to 
discredit the Administration's policy, some members of the 
national media found minor errors in the multi-page 1981 
report. Immediately thereafter, in order to support their 
own effort, they began to call it *the discredited White 
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Paper.* This was^a very embarrassing incident to the U.S. 
government. Itr^took approximately two years to overcome 
the damage to the credibility of the Administration in the 
Congress and the press regarding what everyone now knows 
to be the overwhelming evidence of Nicaraguan support for 
the Salvadoran guerrillas during that and subsequent time 
periods. (The Congress of the United States in 1985, in 
order to end this discussion once and for all incuded 
language into legislation which states that it is the 
opinion of the Congres that Nicaraguan support for the 
Salvadoran guerrillas is indeed true). When S/LPD was 
created, the experience of the so-called "White Paper* was 
still very fresh on everyone's mind. One of the very 
important areas in which Mr. Gomez assisted us was in 
insuring accuracy in some of the papers as well as in 
bringing to us unclassified materials which could be 
included in such papers. Some people may consider those 
services to be relatively inexpensive. It is certainly 
inexpensive when one considers the cost to the Government 
of the United States of having its statements constantly 
questioned by friend and foe^.alike. 

There is another aspect of Frank Gomez' work which 
has an impact on pricing. Gomez was helping us to deal 
with defectors from Central America whose lives had been 
threatened by the government of Nicaragua and by the 
Communist guerrillas in El Salvador. He handled, very 
effectively, I must add, a number of those defectors. He 
helped us with the physical care and feeding of these 
human beings who found themselves in a totally strange 
country and whom in no case spoke English; they did not 
have any contacts in the United States, nor any knowledge 
of how to even get around. I believe this would be an 
appropriate time for me to comment on the haphazard way in 
which the United States too often handles defectors. It 
is no Surprise that the U.S. Government has been 
embarrassed by cases such as that of the Soviet KGB 
defector Yuriy Yurchenko who redefected to the Soviet 
Union in early 1986, three months after his defection to 
the U.S. In 1982, one year before S/LPD was created, the 
U.S. Government suffered another major embarrassment when 
a Nicaraguan who had been captured in El Salvador fighting 
with the Marxist guerrillas was brought to Washington by 
high State Department officials in order to re-tell the 
story which he had told the Salvadoran authorities of his 
training in Cuba and Nicaragua as well as his insertion 
into the Salvadoran conflict by the Nicaraguan 
government. This captured Nicaraguan, whose last name was 
Tardencillas, changed his story when he was put on U.S. 
national television and said that he had been "tortured* 
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ant) 'forced* to tell a-lie- and-that-he had-never-been- 

brained by the Cubans or Nicaraguans. He know now (and 
knew then) that Tardencillas was lying in this latter 
version of his story. But the damage to the credibility 
of the USG around the world had already been done. 
Tardencillas was returned to Nicaragua and it took 
approximately a year to live that episode down. 1 am 
proud to say that never in the two and a half years in 
which I headed S/LPD, did we have an incident with 
defectors. Can someone put a price on that? He took 
pains to prevent such incidents with our in-house staff/ 
but on occasion Prank Gomez helped us screen defectors to 
make sure that they were not "plants” or foreign agents. 
Under S/LPD's management of defectors/ there were many 
requests for them from several members of Congress/ 
including the then Chairman of the Senate Intelligence 
Committee/ David Durenburger of Minnesota. 

The report says that "although deliverables were 
vaguely defined and reported/ the performance by Prank 
Gomez and IBC on all other purchase orders and contracts 
was approved/ accepted, and frequently applauded by S/LPD 
officials." I would go even further. I would say that we 
"enthusiastically" applauded Prank Gomez 1 performance. As 
I told the IG team investigating this relationship, I 
believe that Mr. Gomez performed exceptionally well* for 
the USG almost without exception. The question we have to 
ask ourselves when dealing with contracts such as this one 
is: How does one determine the real value to the U.S. 
Government of, for example, something as "vaguely 
definable" as re-establishing credibility? Or of avoiding 
a repetition of the "Hhite Paper" or the Tardencillas 
incident? 

Classification of the PY 86 IBC contract. I would 
like tg set forth my version of why the PY 86 IBC contract 
was classified secret. At some point in the fall of 1985 
to the best of my recollection, the military detailee who 
had been acting as liaison with the rest of the Department 
on S/LPD contracts, told me that it had been suggested to 
him by a Department official that the contract be 
classified. Knowing that he was in constant communication 
with the contracting office and other entities of the 
Department trying to get this contract approved, I 
naturally assumed that this was the proper thing to do. 

In 1987, in response to questions from the iU and the GAO,' 
I stated that I had probably given the go ahead for the 
classification for that contract. I have no evidence to 
the contrary even today. That is, that I probably did 
tell the officer to go ahead and to through channels to 
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get the contract classified. The IG report states that 
there was no justification for that classification. I 
believe that does not take into account the 
circumstances. As I mentioned earlier, IBC was dealing 
with defectors on behalf of S/LPD, and keeping that 
relationship secret seemed to be a prudent thing to do. 

Although IBC had been handling such defectors from 
practically the onset of its relationship with S/LPD, in 
the summer or fall of 1985 we received indications that fit 
least one of the defectors whom we were handling, Mr. 
Alvaro Baldizon, was under a death threat from the 
government of Nicaragua. (Baldizon's brother was 
'arrested* in Nicaragua immediately after the defection, 
disappeared, and is presumed dead). We had been advised 
that there might be a hit squad in the U.S. sent by the 
government of Nicaragua to assassinate Baldizon. I 
therefore requested protection for Mr. Baldizon from the 
U.S. Marshals. They provided this service but, much .to 
our surprise, proceeded to charge the Department of State 
at the rate of approximately $8,000 a week for 
round-the-clock protection for Mr. Baldizon. I received a 
call from S/S-BX stating that we should sever the contract 
with the O.S. Marshals because the Department simply 
'could not afford it,” that the Department did not have 
the funds to provide that kind of expensive protection for 
Mr. Baldizon. At that point, one could say that S/LPD was 
really in a bind. On the one hand, a defector had trusted 
his life to the USG and on the other hand, the Department, 
in effect, washed its hand of this individual. We have to 
understand that when people trust their lives to the USG, 
we have a moral responsibility and cannot discard that 
responsibility simply because the U.S. Marshals decide to 
charge $8,000 a week to guard that person. At any rate, 
when the Department told me to sever the relationship with 
the U.S. Marshals, I asked Prank Gomez if he could help 
take care of Mr. Baldizon. Mr. Gomez said that he could, 
and as a precaution, proceeded to move Mr. Baldizon around 
the Washington area from hotel to hotel as well as to feed 
him and take care of his basic human needs. Earlier, we 
discussed the matter of what constitutes appropriate 
pricing for a contract such as this. I would be very 
interested in knowing how much the services provided by 
Mr. Gomez on behalf of the Department of State, in taking 
care of a politically sensitive defector with a price on 
his head are worth to the USG. If the security alone for 
such an individual is worth $8,000 a week (or $416,000 a 
year), then was the contract that was being negotiated 
with IBC for approximately $10,000 a month (in addition to 
the distribution services) adequate or appropriate? 
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I object to, and disagree with, the characterization 
of the statement on page 69 of the report that the reason 
for classification for the contract was a to restrain 
competition." I do not believe that was the reason why 
the contract was classified; I have stated why I believe 
the contract was classified. I believe that if the 
information we had received about Hr. Baldizon was 
correct, that is, that he was under threat of 
assassination, and if that assassination had been 
successfully carried out while he was in our custody, that 
that would have caused serious damage to our nation. 
Defectors are the repository of a great deal of very 
valuable information which often impacts on our national 
security. If we cannot care for these people, then other 
potential defectors, who may have even more valuable 
information, would probably, human nature being what it 
is, at least think twice if not actually change their 
minds, about defecting to the U.S. If I may add my gwn 
unofficial recommendation to this repoort, it is that the 
USG establish a better system than presently exists for 
dealing with defectors that includes not only their 
physical but also their emotional and spiritual needs. I 
would be curious as to how many IG or Congressional 
investigations would have been launched had a successful 
assassination been carried out against one of the 
defectors which S/LPD was caring for or "handling." Would 
there have been an outcry from some of the same staff or 
members of Congress who are quick to criticize the 
Administration for the IBC contract? Would they have been 
quick to criticize the Administration for not being able 
to take care of defectors? 

Page 44, paragraph 2. The allegation regarding the 
training order placed through FSI was a surprise to me. I 
was under the impression that the training described in 
the order had indeed taken place. I will be interested in 
knowing if there is a plausible explanation of this case. 
In the meanwhile, -I fully agree with the two 
recommendations of the IG report on this issue. I had 
never heard of a "self-certification" system of payment 
and find it inadequate. I would like to point out, 
however, that this event also occurred at a time when 
S/LPD had no administrative support. Our aid detailee who 
was handling this contract (and all other administrative 
matters) left in late August 1984 an d was n o t r e p la ce d f or 
several months. This obviously contributed to the 
confusion on this contract. One additional factor which 
may be relevant: it bears remembering that S/LPD did not 
deal with "normal* issues. In this particular instance. 
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foe example, the principal counterpart in the government 
of El Salvador with whom Nr. Gomez dealt, a Lieutenant 
Colonel Cienfuegosr was assassinated by the communist 
guerrillas just six months after the time in question 
(March 1985). The opinion of both USG and Salvadoran 
experts at that time was that the guerrillas.had killed 
LTC Cienfuegos precisely because he, and his office, had 
become too effective in dealing with the international 
press. Their response was to shoot him through the head 
and drape him with a red flag with the guerrilla 
movement's initial on it. As I said, this may or may not 
be relevant, but that is the environment in which we 
operated. _ 

Page 53, Para D: Lobbying activities. The first 
paragraph appears to be contradictory. The first sentence 
states that 'although allegations were widespread, there 
is no evidence that S/LPD staff or IBC personnel 
contracted with the Department participated directly in 
any unlawful lobbying.* I agree with that. The next 
sentence states 'there is considerable evidence, however, 
that S/LPD conducted and participated in activities which 
came close to prohibited categories, and were interpreted 
as illegal by some observers.* I do not understand who 
these anonymous "observers" are and why their 
"interpretation" should have any weight in this report. I 
believe this last sentence should be struck. As the 
report indicates, the Department of Justice looked at the 
allegations and found that the activities of S/LPD were 
lawful. The opinions of the unnamed observers are, 
therefore, irrelevant. 

The report also states that "while S/LPD did not 
violate the lobbying statute, there is considerable 
evidence, however, that activities were carried out which 
are ve’ry close to the line between authorized Informing 
and unauthorized attempting to influence." I object to 
this statement because there is absolutely nothing wrong 
with coning "very'close to the line." I do not know which 
"line" this report is talking about, but. if that "line" is 
the law then it should be very clearly stated that S/LPD's 
activities were all within that law. As the report itself 
indicates, S/LPD management went to great pains to ensure 
that all our activities were within the statutes. 

The report then goes o n to say -s omething v er y - 

strange: "Among other things the S/LPD coordinator and 
staff travelled and spoke extensively on the merits of the 
Administration's Central American Policy." I really do 
not understand what this statement is doing in this 
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report. State Department officials constantly travel and 

speak throughout-the country-on-thm merits of any_1 

Administration's foreign policies and there is nothing 
wrong with that. In fact, there is an entire bureau (the 
Bureau of Public Affairs) designed to organize such travel 
and speaking engagements. That statement is confusing and 
gives the wrong impression. 

Perhaps this would be a good time to point out that 
one of the reasons why S/LPD was created at such a high 
level (the National Security Council) was because, in the 
opinion of the highest policy makers of the USG, the State 
Department was simply not performing satisfactorily in 
Communicating to the American people the Administration's 
policy objectives in Central America. The Bureau of 
Public Affairs at the State Department and other Executive 
departments were simply overwhelmed with requests for 
speakers and other materials on the Central America 
policy. I was informed when the office was created that 
the President, the Vice President, and others were, to say 
the least, very upset with the inability of the Executive 
Branch to publicly communicate to the American people what 
the USG was trying to do in Central America. In 
subsequent conversations with the President, the Vice 
President, and a number of Cabinet Secretaries, I was able 
to personally confirm that sentiment. 

The report states that S/LPD "subsidized* 
publications supporting the President's Central American 
policies. This is a very strange statement. He not only 
"subsidized* publications, we confess to paying for them. 
This was clearly within our mandate and within the law. 

It is also something which the Department does regularly 
and for which there is great public demand. If the United 
States Government cannot communicate directly with the 
American people, we are in very serious trouble because 
many major media are no longer a reliable source of 
information on issues such as Central America. One 
reality, however, is that the press always has the last 
word on any debate. (As I am sure it will have on the 
subject of this report.) 

In addition, I would like to point out that, 
according to law and established practice, S/LPD's 
activities that pertained to the Congress were done in 
response to requests to members of Congre ss or coordinated 
“through the Department of State's ufflce of C ongressi o nal — 
Relations or the White House or NSC congressional 
relations. 
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On pages 56 and 57, an example is given of what is 
called 'evidence that LPD participated in a group with 
other organizations which conducted activities which LPD 
would have been prohibited from performing.* I will state 
again what I stated to the IG Team: This example is 

irrevelant. The paper from which this example l a taken _ 

was not prepared by anyone in S/LPD nor, in my opinion, by 
anyone in the Department of State. It was probably one of 
the literally hundreds of papers which S/LPD staff picked 
up at the hundreds of meetings which were attended by the 
staff outside the Department over a period of two and a 
half years. I do not know who prepared this particular 
paper, but the inclusion of these examples in this report 
may give the reader the impression that S/LPD in some way 
condoned or coordinated the activities listed. 

Finally, I would like to point out two things on 
behalf of the 'senior military advisor* who is alleged to 
have committed an unethical act. First, he was not the 
executive officer from June 1985 to June 1986; but rather 
only from September 1985. This is important because he 
was not in a position, as the report states, to 
'influence* S/LPD's decision to contract for the services 
of his sister. Second, from the very outset, he disclosed 
the kinship and separated himself from management 
decisions affecting his sister. There is enough character 
assassination taking place in Washington right now without 
the Department unnecessarily participating in any. 

Conclusion: S/LPD was created largely in response to 
criticism in the Congress and the media that the 
Administration was not 'leveling* with the American people 
on Central America; that the Administration was either not 
telling the truth or did not have the facts to back up its 
principal contentions about the crisis in the region. 

Very often, when Administration officials would testify 
before Congress or speak to the press, they would have to 
fall back upon the true but inadequate excuse that 'that 
is classified and. I cannot share it with you.* After a 
while, even reasonable people tend to believe that is a: 
cover-up for lack of information, rather than an effort to 
protect sources and methods. When S/LPD was created, one 
of the first tasks that it undertook was an attempt to 
work with the intelligence community to declassify the 
enormous amount of intelligence available and which did 
prove we were being truthful. This task was accomplished 
due to the cooperation of almost all (there were some 
notoriously tight-fisted ones) members of the intelligence 
community. It should also be pointed out that S/LPD was 
an experimental program. It was the first and for almost 
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two years after its inception the only Office of Public 
Diplomacy in the State Department (or the Executive 
Branch). As a result much of what the office did was 
brand new and did not have precedent. The three principal 
areas in which it operated were (1) information gathering, 
(2) information processing, and (3) information 
dissemination. In each one of these areas I believe that 
we broke new ground, such as for example, in enhancing 
cooperation with the intelligence community for 
accelerated declassification of information; or by 
obtaining unclassified information which corroborated 
classified information which could not be declassified 
because of the source or method of acquisition; or by 
attempting to ensure that the information available to the 
executive branch was also available to Members of 
Congress, members of the press, and as much of the public 
as was interested in that information. It was this last 
effort at distribution which the final IBC contract 
attempted deal with. Hie bulk of the IBC PY 86 contract 
was for distribution services. It must be reitereated 
that that is r <ot the reason why the contract was 
classified; as we know, the contract was classified 
because among the other services at IBC was the handling 
of defectors from Central America, some of whom had a 
price on their head. 

There are many cases when S/LPD was the only source 
of unclassified information available to policy makers. 

Por example, at a press conference in the summer of 1984 
President Reagan personally highlighted the S/LPD 
publication 'Nicaraguan Military Buildup and Support for 
Subversion.* It goes without saying that for the 
President of the United States to use one of the first 
major projects a brand new office, and which had been 
completed in just a few months, was a great source of 
pride dnd satisfaction to the staff and it encouraged us 
to continue our efforts. In addition, there were other 
instances when, as S/LPD products became more and more 
sophisticated and. relied upon, that there were additional 
demands upon the office. Por example, there came a time 
in 1985 when a very high level Cabinet official asked for 
a particular unclassified chronology of Nicaraguan 
incursions .into Honduras and Costa Rica. Incredibly 
enough, we found that S/LPD was the only office in the 
Executive Branch which had prepared such an unclassified 
chronology dating back to the very first week of the 
Sandinista takeover of Nicaragua in 1979. There were many 
instances such as this in which very high ranking (as well 
as other) members of the Executive Branch and the Congress 
came to rely on the Office of Public Diplomacy. In most 
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cases, we simply provided the information to an 
intermediary office or bureau of the Department or the 
White House for transmittal to the end users. It should 
also be pointed out that this was accomplished with one of 
the smallest budgets of any such office in the executive 
branch and also one of the smallest staffs. As the IG 
report indicates, we had approximately $750,000 per year, 
not an exhorbitant amount if we believe that the American 
people have a right to know what its government is doing. 
In fact, it i3 only a fraction of the cost of what the 
Iran-Contra investigation is costing, and for the same 
reason: because *the people have a right to know.* 

I accept responsibility for that which is my fault. 

I was in charge of the office and if there were any 
technical violations, then they happened on my watch. But 
I was given to believe that there was an entire team of 
experienced contracting, legal, administrative, and other 
officers supporting my office. It is not coincidental 
that the principal issue in the investigation, the 
contracting procedures and classification of the final IBC 
contract, happened precisely during a period of three 
months in which our office did not have a single State 
Department administrative officer assigned even though I 
had constantly requested one. It was during this period 
of September to December 1985 when I had to rely on an 
active duty military officer on detail to the State 
Department to help me try to untangle the jumble of 
regulations concerning contracts. This was not fair to a 
military officer with no experience in State, performing a 
job for which he was not trained and which he did not 
expect to do when he was assigned to the Department of 
State. 


Although S/LPD was indeed one of the smallest offices 
in the iDepartment, it was also one of the most 
productive. At least that was the opinion of the 
Secretary of State as expressed to me on the 30th of April 
1985, when he offered me a promotion based on my 
performance for the previous twenty-two months as 
Coordinator for Public Diplomacy. 

This was also the position, as expressed to me by 
other Seventh Floor principals, two U.S. Permanent 
Representatives to the United Nations; the late Director 
of Central Intelligence Mr. William Casey; the Vice 
President of the United States; a number of Senators and 
Congressmen: U.S. Ambassadors to Latin American and 
European countries; three advisors to the President for 
National Security Affairs; a number of superiors. 
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colleagues, and private sector people whose opinions I 
value; and finally, the President of the United States on 
the 16th of Hay 1986, as I departed Washington to assume 
my duties as Ambassador to Venezuela. In fact, if S/LPD's 
experience is any indication, I believe that the taxpayer 
will be well served by reducing the number of personnel in 
many large Executive Branch offices and having them become 
more cost effective and productive. I realize of course 
that that recommendation is not feasible in every case, 
but the productivity of the interagency personnel in S/LPD 
is a testimony to the dedication and professionalism of 
career and non-career government officials and 
secretaries, who worked tirelessly and in many cases 
around the clock to perform a duty which they had been 
told and knew to be a high Presidential priority. 

Other than the fact that, with the benefit of the 
hindsight which this report provides, I am now aware that 
I should have paid more attention to the lack of support 
we were getting from the rest of the Department, I have 
absolutely no regrets about my management of S/LPD. 


76-986 0-88-38 
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Exhibit C - Memorandum from Coordinator 
of ARA/LPD dated June 25, 1987 

United States Department of State 
Washington, D.C. 20S20 
June 25, 1987 


MEMORANDUM 


TO: 

PROM: 

SUBJECT: 


OIG/AUD - Lynn W. Burgener 
ARA - Robert W. Kagan K 

comments on IG Draft Report on IBC Contracts 


While ARA/LPD generally finds the draft report to be 
fair and balanced in its findings relative to Department 
contracts with IBC, et al, there are several areas which 
require comment. 

Classification and Sole Source Procurement Without 
Proper Justification . On page 2, and in other references 
throughout the report with regard to classification of the 
FY 86 contract and the sole source justification of other 
contracts/purchase orders, the report states that the 
contract was improperly classified 'without 
justification.* This implies that no justification was 
submitted, which was not the case. Justification of the 
proposed classification and sole source statements were 
provided and were not challenged by contracting 
personnel. Recommend that references be changed to 
indicate that classification and some sole source requests 
were approved 'without adequate justification* rather than 
implying that no justification was submitted. 

Staffing . The report discusses the use of purchase 
orders to obtain short-term expertise and personnel when 
the office was first being formed, in pursuing the logic 
trail of this decision on page 16, the report states that 
the personnel system was not capable of providing 
sufficient talent 'in time to meet the coordinator's 
perceived (emphasis added) urgency.' The use of 
*perceived' indicates that urgency existed only in the 
mind of the Cooordinator. Ambassador Reich was selected 
to establish a new office in order to work one of the 
Administration's top foreign policy issues. He could not 
hope to accomplish his job without an adequate staff. 
Recommend that statement be changed to read, 'the needed 
specialized talent in a timely manner.* 
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Lobbying . On pages 3 and 4 and on pages 53 and 54, 
the report states that LPD did not participate in lobbying 
activities but that it often operated ‘close to the line* 
between authorized "informing* and unauthorized 
■attempting to influence.* Specific reference is made to 
the extensive travel and speaking engagements of the 
Coordinator and his staff. While not so stating, the 
report seems to imply that such speaking engagements may 
have been a questionable activity. We do not believe this 
to be the case. The office was founded because public 
opinion polls showed that the public did not understand 
Central American issues and events nor did they understand 
U.S. interests and policies in the region. The major 
focus of LPD has been to inform the public in the belief 
that a public which is well-informed and follows the 
issues will support the policy. One of Ambassador Reich's 
major objectives was to increase public awareness of the 
significant foreign policy issues in central America and 
to raise the level of public debate on those issues. 
Ambassador Reich and his staff became recognized as * 
respected, authoritative sources who were sought after by 
both the media and private organizations to speak on the 
issues. The Coordinator must be able to speak out on the 
issues and to explain the policy. We do not believe that 
the report should imply that public and media speaking 
engagements or the production of documents may in some way 
constitute an improper activity. 

Conduct of Classified Activities by ibc and IBC 
Possession of Classified Documents.' The report 
unequivocally concludes that there was no real 
justification for the Secret classification of the FY 86 
contract. However, on page 64, in a critique of prepared 
press quidance, the report states: *The inference that 
IBC worked only on unclassified activities pending receipt 
of its .security clearance is erroneous. The records show, 
and anyone familiar with the contract should have known, 
that IBC was conducting allegedly 'classified' activities 
before receiving its clearance and, in fact, had completed 
all such activities before receiving the clearance.* 

Either the activities were classified or they were not. 

If they were, then the contract was correctly classified. 
If they were not, then Department representatives should 
not be criticized for saying that classified activities 
were not conducted under the contract. It should also be 
noted that the press guidance was prepared after the 
contract was declassified. 
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The quoted statement implies that anyone familiar 
with the contract should know that IBC was conducting 
•classified* activities. The statement of work included 
many activities-, some of which may have been classified 
and some of which obviously were not, e.g., distribution 
of LPD publications. The report implies that because the 
contract wa3 ■classified* any activities conducted under 
the contract were by definition *classified.* After S/LPD 
became ARA/LPD in the spring of 1986, the only substantive 
service provided by IBC was related to distribution 
services. This work was not classified. 

The press guidance stated (page 63) 'Procurement 
regulations allow classified work to be performed in such 
cases pending the receipt of the security clearances 
necessary to allow the signing of the contract.* This 
statement may not be correct, if procurement regulations 
do not provide for this situation then the press guidance 
was incorrect and misleading and the report should so 
state. However, that is considerably different from . 
implying that Department personnel knew that classified 
work was being done, but failed to acknowledge it. 

The statement discussed on page 64 and statements 
regarding the IBC possession of classified documents on 
pages 73 and 74 apparently refer to the "Chronological 
Event Checklist,* dated March 1, 1985, which is quoted on 
page 57. When the IBC contract became a public issue, 
ARA/LPD requested that IBC provide appropriate files on 
IBC activities under the contract. IBC provided a 
notebook containing various memos and status reports on 
February 11, 1987. Several Chronological Event 
Checklists, which were stamped confidential, were in the 
inside jacket pocket of the notebook. No one presently in 
ARA/LPD had ever seen these checklists before. We are not 
aware pf inspectors finding other copies in normal LPD 
files other than those provided to ARA/LPD by IBC in 
February 1987. To our knowledge, there is no evidence 
that S/LPD gave those checklists to IBC. It is unlikely 
that the checklist was developed at S/LPD since, as 
quoted, the document refers to State/LPD rather than 
S/LPD. The report should say that it is unknown, or that 
the IG was unable to determine, whether these checklists 
were provided to IBC by LPD personnel. 

ARA/LPD was not aware of work that IBC was conducting 
for other clients, some of which may have been of a 
confidential nature, in the opinion of ARA/LPD personnel, 
no classified work was conducted for LPD under the FY 86 
contract. If IBC was improperly doing classified work for 
others, it does not follow that ARA/LPD personnel 'should 
have known* about it. 
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Declassification of Contract , on page 72, the report 
discusses the declassification of the contract and 
criticizes the way in which the declassification was 
accomplished. These criticisms are valid; however, it 
should be noted that the handwritten declassification note 
was written in the Legal Advisor's office at the 
suggestion of the Legal Advisor to review the contract for 
possible declassification. 

The report states on page 72 that, ”We believe that 
the method of declassification indicates that the involved 
officials did not give much credence to the 'national 
security' contention in their earlier classification 
justification statements.” This statement implies that 
the officials who declassified the contract and those who 
submitted the original justification statements were one 
and the same. This is not true. The decision to classify 
was made by members of S/LPD; none of which are still with 
ARA/LPD. The contract was declassified by Robert W. Kagan 
who was not affiliated with ARA/LPD until May 1986. 

Mr. Kagan is on record as stating that he does not think 
the contract should have ever been classified. 
Declassification was accomplished by Mr. Kagan, with the 
concurrence-of the Legal Advisor, based upon the belief 
that activities conducted under the contract were not 
classified and in an attempt to be as responsive as 
possible to Congressional and media inquiries. 
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Exhibit D-Memorandum from A/OPR, dated June 23, 1987 
United States Department of State 

Jfhihinglon, D.C, 20520 

June 23, 1987 


TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 


OIG/AUD - Lynn W. Burgener 
A/OPR - Richard C. Paul 
IG Special Inquiry - IBC 



I have carefully read ycur draft report on the 
International Business Communications (IBC) and make the 
following observations. I strongly believe that the report 
underemphasizes the amount of pressure, high level involvement 
and national security emphasis that were used to warrant said 
contract with IBC. The report places the majority of the fault 
with the Contracting Office and not with the Program Office, 
where I believe it should rightfully fall. This is not to say 
that OPR/STP/P is without fault; on the contrary, we have 
recognized our problem areas and have made a herculean effort 
to rectify our procurement weaknesses. My fault with the 
report may be in that area most of all. The recommendations on 
the whole are nothing that OPE and STP have not already been 
working on or are in place. Yet, no mention of that in the 
report. 

I would now like to do a page-by-page response to your 
report: 

(1) Page 2 - Last Paragraph 

•P.0.s/contracts mismanaged”: This refers to 
improper classification to avoid competition. This point 
confuses the issue. Contracting officers are obligated to rely 
on the judgement of program personnel with regard to the 
classification or sensitivity of matters within the purview of 
the program office.. Only if the contracting officer has reason 
to believe that the program offices* statements are false or 
misleading is the contracting officer obligated to challenge 
such a determination. This, of course, was not the case in the 
IBC matter. The contracting officer had a reasonable basis to 
believe that a requirement from the Secretary*s support 
element, S/S-EX, or memos tasking the Department from the 
National Security Council could very well be classified, and 
therefore, in our opinion, acted properly to withhold release 
from the Commerce Business Daily. (PYI: New procedures are 
now in place that require all classified procurements to be 
brought to my attention.) 
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(2) Page 18 - First Paragraph 

OPR/STP officials "condoned and assisted in the 
commission of unauthorized acts": The Procurement Division 
staff was grossly understaffed during most of this period, 
Nevertheless, when Program Offices provided adequate leadtime, 
documentation suitable for competition and sufficient support 
to identify sources, countless successful competitive 
procurements were completed. In this case, the Program Office 
exploited the situation by entering into unauthorized 
commitments, selecting the source, deciding upon dollar amounts 
and relying upon the contracting officer to correct the 
situation on an urgent and compelling basis to facilitate 
payment. By using the Office of the Secretary as a 
justification , the contracting officer was placed in a 
position of extreme duress, especially when national security 
issues were cited as a basis for immediate action. The early 
procurements, which even the S/IG report suggests were _ 
justifiable, then served as a precedent. The record suggests 
that as the dollar value of the procurement activity increased, 
and therefore became subject to more detailed contracting 
regulations, the contracting office increasingly attempted to 
force the Program Office to comply with the Pederal Acquisition 
Regulation, 

(3) Page 32 - Paragraph 1 

* no attempt to seek competition or draft a synopsis 
on the final contract": Clearly, no attempt was made to secure 
competition on a contract which met the criteria for 
ratification, after eleven months of contract performance. To 
suggest that the Program Office would have considered some 
additional firms as technically acceptable would seem to 
indicate their willingness to provide data in direct conflict 
to all previous submissions. There is no reasonable basis to 
suggest that the Program Office would have ever considered any 
alternative to IBC. 

There is also no basis to assume that the contracting 
officer would have drafted a proposed synopsis, when the 
program office was invoking national security issues involving 
potential life-threatening issues, 

(4) Page 32 - Paragraph d. 

Split Requisitions: The S/IG report properly 
indicates that "S/LPD officials were controlling this process 
by splitting their requirements", but inaccurately indicates 
that all of these contracts/purchase orders were "continuations 
of previous services", and that "OPR/STP contracting officials 
did not attempt to stop these S/LPD practices." 
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Clearly some of the documents support the S/IG findings; 
however# the following should be considered: 

(a) The two early purchase orders to Mr. Gomez were 
awarded by OPR/STP covering work from February through July/ 
1984. 


(b) The next order (listed on Pg. 11) was to IBC and was 
awarded by the Foreign Service Institute and wa9 unknown to the 
OPR contracting officials. 

(c) A purchase order was issued to IBC by OPR/STP 
(Purchasing) covering work done from October through December/ 
1984. 


(d) A contract was issued to IBC by OPR/STP (Contracts) 
covering work performed March through September/ 1985. 

(e) A purchase order was issued by a previously 
uninvolved purchasing agent to the Institute for North/South 
issues in September of 1985. 

(f) The final contract was awarded by OPR/STP (Contracts) 
to IBC for a one-year period/ ending in September of 1986. 

The S/IG Report suggestion that OPR/STP did not challenge 
S/LPD's actions may be based upon the flawed assumption that 
there was sufficient time and organization available for this 
purpose. This was not the case. S/LPD knew what it was doing, 
and as their requirements grew in magnitude, they were 
increasingly challenged for documentation and justifications. 
However to suggest that OPR/STP could have taken the above list 
and fragmented series of events and challenged them is not 
realistic, based upon the organizational structure and time 
factors involved. 

(5) Page 37 - Paragragh 1 

Ref: responsibility determination on the 90K 
contract, and the suggestion that later delays on the security 
clearance could have been avoided: The delay in obtaining a 
security clearance on the 276K contract was due solely to the 
absolute failure of company officials and S/LPD officials to 
cooperate with OPR/STP and the Defense Investigative Service. 
Numerous attempts were made to secure the cooperation of the 
parties, but they totally ignored the requests of OPR/STP. In 
fact, all efforts to comply with established security 
procedures were generated by OPR/STP. 
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While additional taaeatch could have been performed on the 
90K contract to determine IBC's responsibility, the Contracting 
Officer relied heavily upon the previous successful performance 
of the contractor on Department of State projects. Such 
reliance is not uncommon, and the contracting officer may have 
pursued the course recommended by S/IG only if there was some 
reason to believe that a problem existed. 

(6) Page 38 - PostawanT-Administratlon ... Last Para 

..the timeframes are not unusual, as post award 
audits often take months to schedule and complete.: In fact, 

the Procurement Division had involved S/IG early on in the case 
of the 276K contract, by requesting a pre-award audit. This, 
along with the security clearance issue, was the reason that 
negotiations could not commence until August 1986. 

In the fall of 1986, OPR/STP was havily involved in 
the procurment of over 1600 orders for 'recurring services* 

That took precedence over post award matters. These services 
involved a wide range of services crucial to the performance of 
the Department of State mission. It is not uncommon under such 
circumstances to set priorities in favor of new awards, 
especially when all of our rights are preserved in the post 
award audit. 

(7) Page 42 , previously repotted problems 

.... In fact, the problems reported in the current review 
have been existent for many years. In response to the 1979 and 
1983 audit reports, OPR/STP attempted to address the concerns 
cited therein. In fact, the A/OPR consultant studies on 
internal controls and the organisation of the Procurement 
Division, conducted by Watson Rice Co. in 1985, were in 
response to the 1983 findings. A separate management study was 
also conducted by A/OPR during 1985 to analyze staffing and to 
propose a new organization. 

As a result of this effort, a complete overhaul of the 
Procurment Division took place in 1986. Attempts to share the 
many initiatives currently underway in the Procurement Division 
seem to fall on deaf ears of the S/IG representives. They 
chose to focus on the organization and guidance in place at the 
time, but did not review the many corrective actions that have 
already been put into place, for instance, the following 
corrective actions are in place or are well underway: 

(a) Complete realignment to provide management controls 
throughout the Division. 
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Twelve management and supervisory personnel will now monitor 
and direct activities in the Division. This is in contrast to 
the three personnel in place during the period in question. 

Most of the twelve personnel are in place or will be in place 
within the next few months. These personnel are experienced 
contract professionals with the training and background to 
provide the leadership required to prevent a reoccurence of the 
situation which existed during most of the IBC matter. 

(b) A detailed system of written guidance and procedures 
is well underway to establish uniformity and compliance with 
the latest PAR and statutory requirements. This system 
includes a Project Officers 1 Handbook to provide written 
guidance in standard format to all requiring activities; 
Procurment Division Memoranda providing internal guidance to 
contracting officers; and, a new contract file system with a 
totally overhauled procedure for tabs and indexing. 

(c) A Contract Review Board, comprised of senior Division 
personnel, to review all new contracts and modifications 
exceeding $100,000. 

(d) An extensive emphasis to professional development, 
including the completion or scheduling of 55 courses for 
personnel assigned to the Procurement Division. 

(e) An authorization to hire an additional 26 personnel, 
which has been continuously underway since June 1906. Division 
personnel assigned now Include 47 direct hire personnel, with 
17 contract personnel who will be phased out as additional 
direct hires are brought on board. 

(f) The effective application of management techniques. 
The Procurment Divison is currently operating on a well 
thought-out planned system of goals and objectives. Through 
the use of,effective management principles, regular meetings 
are conducted with all supervisory personnel to insure 
compliance with current requirements. Performance is measured 
and monitored through the use of a management information 
system, previously developed but not fully utilized until now. 

(8) Page 50 - Ref: reasonableness of price 

... The incurred cost audit is being performed at 
the request of the Procurement Division. It was S/IG that 
conducted the original audit also, at the request of the 
Procurement Division. OPR/STP is well aware of the safeguards 
and uses the audit tool extensively to insure that costs are 
properly managed. 


1187 


- 6 - 

Vouchers and performance ware reviewed by LPD, so if there were 
significant deviations they should have reported then. Their 
consistent failure to observe even the fundamentals of the 
procurement process suggests that even with additional contract 
administration by OPR/STP, proper management of the contract 
would have been difficult. 

(9) Page 63 - Last paragraph 

... The statement should be attributed to the 
originator, or at least they should indicate that no one from 
OPR/STP ever made such a statement. He were adamant about the 
security issue and never did anything but go by the book. It is 
my understanding that a Department official did make such a 
statement during Congressional staff briefings. 

(10) Page 64 - Ref: responsiveness to the Hill. 

... OPR/STP took the lead in trying to be responsive 
to the Hill. Every initiative to release information came from 
the Procurement Division, including phone calls from the DAS to 
others in the department and outside attempting to get the 
docurments released, whenever we developed a package for 
release it was always our personnel who walked the hall trying 
to get coordination from L, H, ARA, IWG, etc. The initial 
response to the February 10 meeting was delayed because of a 
misunderstanding that the transcript of that meeting was 
forthcoming, and that this would assist in the preparation of a 
response. At no time did any of the offices involved assume 
responsibility for a coordinated response. 

(11) Page 70 ... It should be clear that the OPR/STP 

contracting officer tried to control the 90K contract by 
refusing to extend. Also, the contracting officer did not know 
that an extension would be required, until August 30. For a 
new award,the lead time would be about 180 days under the best 
circumstances. Therefore, it should be clear that the Program 
Office did not communicate with OPR/STP, and did not provide 
information necessary to conclude a successful procurement. 

The fact that they classified the effort further compounded the 
matter. 

(12) Recommendations ... Corrective actions have 
already been Identified, and in most cases, have been 
implemented. In fact, most actions were taken prior to the 
inquiry;thus, we feel that the recommendations are without 
merit, and only redundant. While A/OPB can codify them and 
provide Department-wide guidance, we have not delayed or waited 
for such guidance to implement corrective actions. 
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The IBC contract issue is really a manifestation of a far 
greater problem. In reality, the practices of S/LPD — and 
later AKA/LPD — reflect a Department-wide failure to manage 
resources wisely. The Program Office knew the rules about 
competitive and sole-source procurements, enough to know that 
they wanted a sole-source procurement in each separate 
instance. They provided documentation to support every case. 
There is no reason to believe, in retrospect, that they would 
have, upon advise of the contracting officer, changed their 
requirments to go along with competition rules. They knew that 
the contracting officer would be influenced by the fact that 
their technical judgment was persuasive, and that these were 
issues of a sensitive/classified nature involving the National 
Security Council, S/S-EX and perhaps others. None of the facts 
suggest that a grossly overworked Procurement Division would 
have ever really been able to overrule the requirements office 
and direct a competitive procurement without the cooperation of 
the requiring activity. 
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Exhibit E - Memorandum from A/OPE dated June 26, 1987 

United States Department of State 

ituutoni Secretary of State 
for Administration 

Washington, D. C. 20520 

Office of the Procurement Executive 
Room 227, State Annex Number 6 

June 26, 1967 

MEMORANDUM 



TO: 

THROUGH: 

PROM: 

SUBJECT: 


OXG/AUD - Mr* Lynn w. Burgener 
A/EX - )tty fcoJ.nkin.il 

A/OPE YjCF&m /GC^Conway/ 



Draft Report - Special Inquiry into the 
Department's Contracts with International Business 
Communications 


As requested in your memorandum of June 10, attached are my 
comments on OIG's draft report on the Department's contracts 
with International Business Communications (IBC) and its 
principal officers. 

Thank you for allowing me the opportunity to comment on the 
report while it is still in draft. Should you have any 
questions with respect to my comments, please telephone me 
on 235-2352. Also thank Mr. John Payne for a time extension 
so that I could coordinate our response with A and A/OPR. 


Attachment: 

As stated 


cc: A - Mr. Donald Bouchard (memo only) 
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A/OPE Comments on OIG's Draft Report - 
Special Inquiry into the 
Department of State's Contracts with 
International Business Communications and 
Its Principals 

June 22, 1987 

The Office of the Inspector General (OXG), at the request of 
the Secretary, performed a special inquiry into Department of 
State contracts with International Business Communications 
(IBC) and its principal officers. On June 10, OIG provided to 
A/OPE a copy of its draft report, with a request for written 
comments by June 24. This memorandum transmits A/OPE*s 
comments on the report, including responses to those 
recommendations directed at A/OPE. 

A/OPE does not take issue with the findings presented in the 
report, except when OIG declines to make any recommendations 
with respect to the need for the latter IBC contracts, after 
having stated that IBC was performing work that S/SPD's 
in-house staff should have been able to perform (page 17). 

A/OPE disagrees with the OIG statement that such a situation is 
not a matter for recommendations, particularly since that 
determination was identified as a specific objective of the 
inquiry (pages 6 and 7). A/OPE strongly objects to OIG's 



1191 


- 2 - 


statement (page 17) that "(ala long as funds are available, and 
the program manager can obtain those funds, contract resources 
can be increased. 1 * Taken at face value, this position could be 
used to justify massive year-end spending. 

Otherwise, A/OPE considers the report to be thorough and fair. 
The report contains 16 recommendations, of which eight (numbers 
2 through 9) are directed to A/OPE; in addition, recommendation 
1 is within A/OPE 1 s purview. Prefatory to its responses to 
these recommendations A/OPE offers the following comments for 
010's consideration. 


Introductory Comments 

One main finding of the report is that contracting officials in 
OPR/STP failed to enforce their legal and regulatory 
responsibilities. Because the report covers only one program, 
however/it does not address the larger issue of the ability of 
all Department contracting officials to enforce their 
authorities. If contracting officials can be faulted in 
general, it is perhaps for accommodating Department 
unwillingness, including at the upper levels of management, to 
follow the rules and to accept determinations made by those 
contracting officials. Too often when contracting officials 
have attempted to resist improper contracting, they have been 
"steararolled" by a system that is Indifferent to their legal 
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and regulatory responsibilities. A positive result from this 
report would be a policy statement, signed by the Secretary, 
acknowledging that Department contracting officials have these 
legal and regulatory responsibilities and the authority to 
execute them (see OIG recommendation 1). 

The report finds that OPR/STP/P contracting officials did not 
perform adequate contract administration. For preaward 
contract administration, A/OPE finds that the problem is not a 
lack of instructions, but a failure to perform. Problems with 
postaward administration, however, result from other 
circumstances. As OIG reports, this problem was reported by 
S/IG in 1979. S/IG supported in writing a request by OPR/STP/P 
for 12 positions, 6 of which would be used to build a contract 
administration function. This request was denied in the review 
process. In 1983, S/IG reported contract administration as 
deficient and again OPR/STP/P*s request for contract 
administration staff was denied in the review process. 

OPR/STP/P has continued to assign some postaward contract 
administration functions to the requirements offices. Under 
these circumstances, coordination is difficult between the 
contract administrators and the contracting officials. This 
does not excuse the lapses identified by OIG; it only attempts 
to clarify the historical aspects. A/OPE will work with 
Department contracting activities in both file documentation 
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and procedures to strengthen the areas of contract 
administration, to include critiques of files (see 01G 
recommendations S and 6). 

If Department contracting officials are regarded as "ordering 
clerks,” it is because that is the way the Department wants 
it. Por example, to ensure proper acquisition planning, which 
is covered in the report, contracting officials should 
participate in the budget process for each Department office 
that requests the acquisition of supplies or services, as it is 
at that point that acquisition strategies should begin (see OIG 
recommendation 7). This does not happen now, both by lack of 
consideration for procurement planning in the budget process 
and, heretofore, a lack of procurement personnel for that 
purpose. 

The concept of acquisition planning is a practice that must be 
accepted*as a Department philosophy. A/OPE has stated 
government-wide policy to all requirements offices and 
0PR/8TP/P has attempted to enforce it, but the plain facts are 
that if a requirements office procrastinates long enough and 
time becomes of essence, the pressures on OPR/STP/P are 
insurmountable. The argument then is either project 
impairment, loss of one year funds, or both. OPR/STP/P 
contracting officials become the "bad guys" who make 
"Impossible demands" for conformance with government 
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regulations. 

If the recommendations in the report are to have any 
long-lasting impact, then top management, beginning with the 
Secretary, roust throw their full support behind them. If not, 
the problems will not be resolved. For example, the Department 
of Energy had already established and staffed an Independent 
procurement policy office when Executive Order 12352 "Federal 
procurement reforms” (attachment A), was signed on March 17, 
1982, so it quickly implemented these new initiatives. When 
the Competition in Contracting Act became effective on April 1, 
1985, the procurement policy staff developed a series of 
policies and procedures for implementing it, including a 
memorandum, signed by the Secretary of Energy and distributed 
agency-wide, on competition in contracting (see OIG 
recommendation 2). This occurred at about the same time the 
Department was just beginning to establish a procurement policy 
office. ' 

The creation of the Office of the Procurement Executive 
exemplifies the Department's disinterest in its 
responsibilities for managing a procurement system and/or its 
unwillingness to provide the resources necessary to ensure that 
proper acquisition policies and procedures are established and 
enforced. 
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A and A/OPR formally requested a budget and staff resources for 
A/OPE in Fiscal Years 1964, 1985, 1986, and 1987. The 
Department denied each request with the suggestion that A 
reprogram out of existing resources. Concurrent with these 
events, A had to respond on an emergency basis to the demands 
imposed by the $360 million security supplemental appropriation 
and the succeeding establishment of the Bureau of Diplomatic 
Security. 

A/OPE was established as a separate office on January 28, 1985, 
with no personnel allocations. The Chief, OPR/STP/P, was 
designated Acting Procurement Executive, concurrent with 
OPR/STP/P duties, but with no formal personnel action. After a 
meeting with OMB and the Office of Federal Procurement Policy 
(OFPP) on June 17, 1985, concerning the Department's 
noncorepliance with Executive Order 12352, the position of 
Procurement Executive was divorced from OPR/STP/P. The formal 
personnel action was dated October 27, 1985, for a 90 day 
detail not to exceed February 23, 1986. One staff position was 
also detailed to the Procurement Executive, though an official 
personnel action was not processed. 

in FY 1986, A/OPR transferred 4 positions to A/OPE and A/EX 
provided a "float" position for secretarial support—a total of 
5 positions out of the 12 requested for A/OPE (attachment B). 
The FY 1986 budget request contains 6 positions of which 2 are 
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subject to transfer back to A/OPR. This record speaks for 
itself; apparently, only A and A/OPR recognised the 
Department's responsibilities for managing its procurement 
system and were willing to ask for, and after the usual 
denials, allocate their own resources toward that end 
(attachment C)• 

Until A/OPE 1 s creation in 1985, which some Department officers 
resisted for several years as unnecessary, the Department had 
no staff office responsible solely for managing its procurement 
system. One result was the three-year delay in completing the 
Department of State Acquisition Regulation, which also was 
cited in the report (see OIQ recommendation 8). The 
Procurement Executive is the Department'a principal officer 
assigned responsibility for its procurement policies, 
regulations, and procedures. The Procurement Executive's * 
delegation of authority was signed on April 18, 1986, by the 
Assistant Secretary for Administration and published on Kay 6, 
1986 (attachment D). The Procurement Executive's charter 
assigns significant responsibilities over 12 domestic and 
approximately 250 overseas contracting activities. Even with a 
staff of 10 professionals and 2 support this would be a taxing 
undertaking. 
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Rggponaafl to Recommendations 

Recommendation 1 , The Department <A) should take appropriate 
actions to implement Department policies to ensure that program 
offices, including S-S/EX, ARA/EX, and ARA/LPD, are prohibited 
from performing the acquisition functions assigned to the 
contracting officers by the Federal Acquisition Regulation. 
Moreover, this policy should prescribe disciplinary action in 
those instances when a program official acts to commit the 
Government to contracts without the authority to make'such 
commitments. 

Response . A/OPE accepts this recommendation. The Department 
of State Acquisition Regulation (DOSAR, see recommendation 8), 
will establish the Department's basic public policies with 
respect to the responsibilities of programmatic and contracting 
officials in the acquisition process. Implementation of these 
policies'will require new texts for the Foreign Affairs Manual, 
which A/OPE intends to begin this fiscal year. A/OPE believes 
that, in consideration of the importance of this issue and to 
enoure full Department compliance with its implementation, a 
policy statement should be prepared for the Under Secretary's 
(M) signature. The statement should acknowledge that 
Department contracting officials have these legal and 
regulatory responsibilities and the authority to execute them. 



1198 


-9- 

Regarding disciplinary action against program officials 
usurping contracting officer authority, A/OPE believes that 
such a policy should be established, but only in broad terms; 
like the ratification action itself, any disciplinary action 
roust ,be considered on a case-by-case basis. Depending on the 
specificity of the policy, the review and concurrence of M, and 
M/PER, and possibly the employee unions, may be required. 

In 1984, the Procurement Executive issued a memorandum on 
ratifications to all executive directors and administrative 
officers (attachment E). Ratification also was mentioned in a 
1986 memorandum on recurring services contracts, issued from 
the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Operations to all executive 
directors and administrative officers (attachment P)• 

Recommendation 2 . The Department (A/OPE) should issue 
instructions to the OPR/STP contracting Officials to reaffirm 
their responsibilities to adhere to the competition 
requirements in the Federal Acquisition Regulation. If deemed 
appropriate by OPE, these instructions may be provided to other 
contracting officials in the Department. 

Recommendation 3 . The Department (A/OPE) should issue 
instructions to the OPR/STP contracting officials to stress 
their responsibilities to adhere to the requirements for 
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publicising proposed acquisitions in the Commerce Business 
Daily as required by Part 5 of the Federal Acquisition 
Regulation. If deemed appropriate by OPE, these instructions 
may be provided to other contracting officials in the 
Department. 

Recommendation 4 . The Department (A/OPE) should issue 
instructions to the OPR/STP contracting officials to stress 
their responsibilities to adhere to the small purchasing 
procedures in Part 13 of the Federal Acquisition Regulation. 

< 57 - -- - - 

Specific instructions should be given to OPR/STP officials to 
detect and eliminate split requirements proposed by program 
officials. 

Recommendation 5 . The Department (A/OPE) should issue 
instructions to the OPR/STP contracting officials to define the 
preaward and postaward contract administration functions they 
are to perform. Moreover, OPE should conduct a random review 
of OPR/STP contract* during early FT 1988 to determine if the 
instructions are being followed by the OPR/STP contracting 
officials. 

Recommendation 6 . The Department (A/OPE) should issue 
instructions on the use of contract audit services for both 
preaward and postaward contract actions. Moreover, OPE should 
conduct a random review of OPR/STP contracts in early FY 1988 
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to determine if the instructions are being followed by the 
OPR/STP contracting officials* 

Response , A/OPE does not accept the basic premise for 
recommendations 2 through 6 . A/OPE is responsible for 
establishing Department procurement policies and procedures, 
not for issuing instructions to implement those policies and 
procedures. That is a responsibility of the operational 
elements, i.e., the managers and supervisors for the 
contracting activities. In its current configuration, 

OPR/STP/P supervisors are responsible for ensuring that its 
contracting personnel are instructed in the procedures followed 
by that activity. A/OPE expects that the OPR/STP/P supervisors 
are fully capable of instructing their staff in these 
procedures. 

For example, in 1984, the Chief, OPR/STP/P, issued instructions 
to the OPR/STP/P staff on small purchase procedures and 
contract administration (attachments 0 and H). The current 
Chief, OPR/STP/P, issues "Procurement Division Memoranda, 1 ’ 
which again instruct OPR/STP/P personnel in operational 

« 

procedures (attachment I). 

Nevertheless, A/OPE will discuss these recommendations with the 
OPR/STP/P chief to determine the extent of assistance A/OPE can 
offer to that activity. 



1201 


- 12 - 

A/OPE accepts recommendations 5 and 6 that A/OPE conduct random 
reviews of OPR/STP/P contracts in early FY 1988 to determine 
whether OPR/STP/P contracting officials are following their 
instructions. However, A/OPE notes that, at least for 
OPR/STP/P contract actions, postaward contract administration 
currently is usually delegated to the requirements offices. 
A/OPE will work with Department contracting activities in both 
file documentation and procedures to strengthen the areas of 
contract administration, to include critiques of files. 

Regarding the compliance review function, A/OPE presently is 
constrained in that it has approximately one full time 
equivalent position available for the review (both preaward and 
~po8taward) of contracts issued by all eleven domestic 
Department contracting activities. A/OPE*s review function 
initially concentrated on OPR/STP/P, and involved all 
acquisitions over 4100,000. To extend this review function to 
other Department contracting activities, A/OPE had to raise to 
$500,000 the level of review for OPR/STP actions. 

Recommendation 7. The Department (A/OPE in coordination with M 
and A) should take the actions necessary to implement an 
effective acquisition planning program within the Department as 
required by Part 7 of the Federal Acquisition Regulation. . 
Moreover, OPE should review the results of the planning system 
in early FY 1988 to determine if it is achieving the desired 
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results. 


Response. A/OPE accepts the recommendation on implementing 
acquisition planning, though it is uncertain whether a 
"program" per se is necessary. Acquisition planning, as 
required by Part 7 of the Federal Acquisition Regulation and 
previously by OMB/OFPP policy letter, has not been fully 
implemented by the Department. To illustrate, over the last 
several years, officials in A have issued memoranda on 
acquisition planning (attachments J through L) and a number of 
memoranda on year-end spending (attachments N through O). This 
method has had only limited results in terms of meeting the 
requirements of FAR Part 7. 

As Intended by the FAR, A/0P8 believes that for an effective 
acquisition planning process, contracting officials should 
participate in the budget process for each Department office 
that requires the acquisition of supplies or services by 
contract. The budget process itself comprises three major 
phases, i.e., formulation, mark-up, and approval; in theory, 
acquisition planning should be considered during each phase. 
Making acquisition planning effective, however, will require 
the full support of senior management. 

From a management perspective, an acquisition planning process 
should include three components: development, implementation. 
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and review. Because the roles and responsibilities of 
contracting officials in the Department's budget process have 
not been established by policy or implemented procedurally# 
A/OPE believes it will not be feasible to review acquisitions 
in early FY 1988 to determine whether acquisition planning is 
effective. 

As an interim measure# A/OPB has drafted a policy directive 
that will deny a procurement action# other than for reasons of 
unusual and compelling urgency# to proceed without an approved 
acquisition plan Included with the purchase request from the 
requirements office. This is an interim measure in that it 
concerns only acquisition planning for the approved budget. 

This may cause some requests to fail and/or the lapse of some 
one year money# but the larger objective will be met. 

Recommendation 8. The Department (A/OPB) should complete the 
actions necessary to finalise the Department of State 
Acquisition Regulations as expeditiously as possible. 

Response. A/OPB accepts the recommendation. The Department of 
State Acquisition Regulation (DOSAR) was published as a 
proposed rule in the Hay 28# 1987# edition in the Federal 
Register (52 FR 19990). The period for submission of comments 
closes on June 29# 1987. After reviewing those comments# A/OPE 
will publish the DOSAR as a final rule# at which time it will 
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become effective. Given the process for regulatory rule 
making, A/OPE projects that this should occur by late July or 
early August of this year. 

Recommendetion 9. The Department (A/OPE) should review the 
current delegation of procurement authority issued to the 
Foreign Service Institute (M/FSI) and determine whether it 
needs to be modified to preclude the use of the Registrar's 
authority to issue training orders for persons outside the 
Department using funds that are not M/FSX funds. 

Response. A/OPE accepts the recommendation. Since A/OPE has 
not yet reviewed the specific authority cited in the 
recommendation, A/OPE cannot determine at this time whether the 
authority needs to be modified. 



Concluding Comments 


A procurement system comprises personnel, management, and 
organization elements. Unfortunately, the report addressed 
only the first two. Department contracting officials soon 
recognize that while personnel and management Inadequacies are 
real, the more intransigent problem is the Department's 
organisational mindset. Contracting officials know what 
happens when they try to enforce the regulations—their 
decisions are circumvented. This is not to denigrate the 
findings contained in the report, but to stress that the 
recommendations are not sufficient as they are directed at 
contracting officials without mentioning the role and 
responsibility of senior management to ensure that those 
officials have the authority commensurate with their 
responsibilities. 

Contracting is a dynamic service function that works properly 
only when it is based on cooperation within the Department. 

Too often it has been allowed to degenerate into an adversary 
relationship between the programmatic and contracting 
officials. Contracting officials genuinely want to help the 
programmatic officials accomplish their missions, but the 
system seems to be stacked against them. If any proof is 
needed, just -remember that the fourth quarter is rapidly 
approaching; let's see how the Department reacts to the 
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enforcement of the regulations by contracting officials. 

A/OPE's acceptance of the report's recommendations and its 
intentions to initiate actions as stated must be considered in 
light of its resources relative to the responsibilities 
assigned in Delegation of Authority No. 120-3. Despite 
numerous requests by A, resources have not been forthcoming, 
which reflects a persistent insensitivity by upper management 
to the magnitude of these responsibilities. 


Attachments: 


As stated 
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DtA operation . At tho rofuaat of tho tvo OtA offlcora who 
oriflnatoi tEo contact in Lobanon, X Mt with thalr aaact la 
Htahiafton. Hit woah, thoir mtoimodiary oxprasioO eonoacn with 
proiHdlAf with tho operation butd on the Ir.atabillty inatde 
’.•baron. In reapcnse to thoif urfinfa (tho CIA officers were 
a*4o aware of the poaotbillty that tho Oawa pnaoneva could bo 
executed shortly aftor tho ond of Aeeaden*»Juno If) and th# death 
of ono of hi a oontacta inaldo Lebanon, ho haa now atreed to 
proceed aa follovai 

— no will dopart Saturday, June 


UN(WSIflEF VES ONU 
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OXA offlur^reorepared to take leave at toon at thty * r # 
contact** Travel arrangements and operational 

aro currentlyTHKfTTnanced fro* funds normally available to 
Nicaraguan resistance. Our normal point-of-contact in the 
reaittance for these matters is not yet aware. 

Summary . As discussed with ADM Folndexter, It appears that both 
these plans can proceed simultaneously without undue concern for 
compromise or-mutual jeopardy. Given that arrangements for the 
DSA operation will take considerable time (contacts Inside 
Lebanon, financial transactto~ * ‘ 
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UNCLASSIFIED 


PEA Support for Rieov«rv of American Hoataqaa 
stmJ in Beirut 


Savaral weak * 90 , as part of the Hostage Locating Task Force, DBA 
officara reestablished a contact in Lebanon with an aaaat who haa 
connactiona with tha Labanaaa criminal antitiaa. Laat weak, 
thair intarnadiary, in raaponaa to awaranaaa that tha Dawa 
priaonara could ba axaeutad ahortly aftar tha and of ftaradan 
(Juna 19), agraad to procaad as follows in an affort to recover 
tha hostages 1 



Once contact has bean aatablishad and a meeting arranged, 
tha two DEA officers will depart for Cyprus via a European 
city where they will deposit tha $ 200 K and establish an 
account for tha $2M (S500K of which will ba available 
immediately in U.S. dollars cash for use in Lebanon). 

*A* believes that tha hostages can ba bribed free for $1H 
each as followss 


fieien 



money 
through 


Transport 

$250K apiece in order to br 
believes that the 9200K 
establish bona fides to 
to agree to passage of a 
operation is underway and t) 


ass of 
•A" 


In cash. 


irjrjTfm* itnrPM 


and fo 


stages;—once 
hostages are through 
twill be provided with up 


yacht for 


E m the hostages over toflpHHA 
where they will be placedaboard a 
ansport to Cyprus. « 




OtclAtsify* OAOR 











1215 



*tt*»p t . «• not racovarad in tha f lr , t 

SW 83 - &" SS.^iffs *«. , lu b . 

“ ,h * ^•s.^ww’a* clty 


iSlsMss.ks:»*■«« 

SHSIpSSsSi 

u..t 72-94 hour. 

a^^r.-s >«?«.< to o.p.rt :/:r.r- 

* wau aa tha donor*. 


UNCLASSIFIED 



NAME DATE 

Pines, Jerrv 10/28/85 

Boschwitz. Sen. 10/29/85 

Javitz, Sen. 10/29/85 

Carmen, Lavonne 10/30/85 

Humphrey, Sen! 10/31/85 

Brady, Former Sen. Nicholas 

Lantos, Cong. Tom 11/01/85 

Humphrev, Sen. 11/01/85 

Perow, Ross 11/01/85 


time phone alt phone 

3:30 FTS 955-4450 

10:00 224-9294 
11:30 463-7887 

11:15 895-5194 

10:50 224-2841 

10/31/85 7:05 

9:39 225-3531 

11:00 224-2841 
4:20 *'14/661-6000 


Edwards, Sherrill 


11/01/85 4:45 214/233-1041 


SUBJECT 


I 


2 


Fines Is U.S. A tty. from Illinois. He said 
he was called bv Cong. Robert FJfcJiel who 
told him that one term was enough* The 
Cong, said he understood that DOJ 
thouqht otherwise, but he still thinks one 
term is enough. 


After 5:00 call him at the Watergate at 
965-2300, Suite 1116. 


Please call re: some concerns she’s having 
in San niego, CaL (Not sure if this call is 
legitimate.) 


212/906-7777 He didn't care to leave the 
subfiect. 


He returned vour rail. 


He is from Fisher Institute in Dallas and 
said he has an idea* you might be able to 
use. 
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Tuesday 5 November 1985 

Teleohone Calls 

The Attorney General , , 

TIME 

HAHE/ORflANrTKTfOT 

pnrsNm 


MESSAGE 

- 5 Novoaber 1985 

10:20 

Cong. Del Latta 

1 

225-6405 


%V 

He said he has called for 3 weefcs and 
has not received a call** 


Prof. Donald Wilhelm 
Cambridge, England 

011-44-223 

-248810 

He called yesterday. He wrote a letter 
on 16 Oct. and two follow-up letters on 
19 and 29 October. 

10:50 

Ross Perow 

214/661-6180 

He will be in Wash, tomorrow at 10:45 
meeting with the President and lunch 
following. He said he'll probably see 
you there. 

11:37 

Cong. Trent Lott 

225-5772 



1:40 

Don Regan 

456-6797 



2:32 

Cong. Newt Gingrich 

225-4501 


RE: Mr. Sikora for Parole Commission 

2:40 

Charles Bakalv 

213/669-6030 



4:10 


Dr. Allan Levy 


839-9222 
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Exhibit EM-4 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 


June 11, 1986 


Dear Rosst N 424 7 

I have been briefed on your effort over the 
paat several weeks on behalf of our Americans 
abducted in Beirut. On behalf of the American 
people, I want to thank you for your discreet 
assistance in this regard. My hope is that 
we may yet succeed in reuniting these men 
with their families and loved ones. Thanks 
again and Cod bless you. 

Sincerely, 

su 


Mr. H. R. Perot 
7171 Forest Lane 
Dallas, TX 75203 


THE WHITE HOUSE 


* 

1 

■ XHIIIT 

L 



Mr. H. R» Perot 
7171 Forest Lane 
Dallas, TX 75203 
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because the aoney is just in ths process of being ussd by 
ths stats*. What w* aza doing* however* is trying to , ' 1 
supplaaant tha funds that tha statas aza putting into drug 
enforcement* which is a oonsidacably lowaz pacoantaga of 
thalc law anforcaaant zasouzoas than wa put into fadazal law 
anforcaaant. 

What wa aza tzying to do is to pzovlda soaa additional 
funding through sharing tha fozfaltad assats of drug 
traffickers with tha local law anforoaaant authorities. Wa 
think that this is a batter way to appr.oaoh. 

Hr. HUGHES. Wall* Z hope that once you evaluate that that 
you can keep an open aind on it. 

Hr. Attorney General* I aa sura that lika many of us you 
have looked at tha Tower Coaalsslon Report. I aa sura that 
your attention was drawn* as alna was* to a rafaranca to you 
in a ooaaunlcation between Oliver Xorth and Robert 
HcFarlana. Tha subjaot was organising a private zansoa 
effort funded by H. Roth Farrot to free tha hostages. 

Let aa read to you froa Faga B-13 of tha Coaalsslon 
report. It is referring to a aaao froa North to Hofarlane 
^ated June 7* 1985* and I quota* 1 'The second plan involved 
tha private ransoalng of two hostages* including Buckley* 
for 82 Billion. This operation would taka considerable 
tlaa* contacts inside lebanoh* financial transactions* and 
rental of yachts* safe houses and sc forth. Thus* it was 

3 IVUIHI 
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possible to undertake It at tha aaaa time as tha pzivata 
efforts were undar way.'' 

# , 

1 'to implement this proposal# Xorth askad Horaclana to 
contact tha Attornay General to secure tha sarvlcas of two 
officers of tha Drug Enforcement Aganoy who would work with 
tha KSC staff on this particular aattar. Hcfatlana approved 
and wrota Xorth to follow up on Juna tha 10th. 1 ' 

Did Hr. NoFarlana or anyona alsa contact you or anyone 
else in the Oapartaent of Justice about securing tha 
services of tha Drug Xnforoaaant Administration or its 
agents in ransoming hostages? 

We provide congressional oversight of tha DEA. Has there 
any contact with you made in that regard? 

Attorney Ganaral REESE. Contact was made# Mr. Hughes, 
with me. I have a recollection# a fairly vague 
recollection# that contact was made with me for assistance 
of soma DEA agents who might have information that would be 
helpful. 

At no time did anyona talk to me about ransom. It merely 
had to do with providing assistance of DEA agents who might 
be helpful in regaining custody of our hostages. 

Hr. HUGHES. Hell# I understand— 

Attornay Ganaral HEESI. And Z did authorise tha DEA to 
cooperate with tha Xational Security Counoll staff in 
anything that would be helpful to gat baok tha hostages# but 


vi 
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ransoming or tha plan was navat discussed with aa. 

Nr. HUGHES. So your understanding would ba that any * 

- * * 

oontaot would ba in zafezanoe to saouring information as • 
opposad to opezations. using DEA agants for operations? 

Attornay Oanazal NEXSI. Yas. Zt was not my understanding 
thay waza to ba usad for oparations. 

Hr. HUGHES. DEA agants ara not usad for intalliganoa 
gathering# Z prasuma? 

Attornay Ganaral HSESS. Oh# yas# all tha tima. 

Hr. HUGHES. Zn non-narcotics matters. 

Attoznay Ganaral HESSE. No. j 

He. HUGHES. That concerns ma baoausa Z know you know vazy 
wall that ona of tha reasons wa enjoy such a tremendous 
amount of cooperation in host countries is because DEA is a 
mission agency that deals with drug anforcamant. If other 
countries believed that thay ware engaged in espionage# 
counterespionage# counterintelligence# wa would not enjoy 
that kind of cooperation. 

Attornay General HESSE. Yas. These types of activities 
ware not contemplated, to tha bast of my knowledge. 

Hr. HUGHES. Okay. Thank you. Hr. Chairman 

Tha CXAXHHAK. Hr. HoCollum. 

Hr. HCCOLIUH. Thank you vary much# Hr. Chairman. 

Hr. Attornay Ganaral. wa welcome you this morning. 

Attornay Ganaral HEESE. Thank you. 


* 

it 
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NEJOAANOU M FOH: 

SUBJECT: 


Vtc# Adftlral John M. Poi'nooxetr S'l 

0«o«ty Assistant to tn« Prsnotnc' 
for National Soeurity Affairs 


Prtsidintlal finding on Mioolt £«: 


pmm - Pur, “ m « «« r conversation this mould go ta 
Ch« Aron dint for hit signature and should not d« 
Pisstd around in any hinds Pilow our level 


Attache i*nt: 
As stated 
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{<«?•; AWiiai! 


fi.iiim gurtuiftt to 1 k»m «H at e»» gortian 
Atimuei Set or ITsT. a« Amandadr Cflnetrniflff 




‘ have been briefed on the efforts being made by private 
parties to obtain tha release of Americans bald hostage m 
the Middle East, and haraoy find tnat the following operations 
in foreign eountrias (including ail .upport naeaasary to 
•uen oparationa) ara important to tna national aaeurity of 
tha United states. Seeause of tha extrema aanaitivity of 
thaaa oparationa, m tha exereise of tha President's consti¬ 
tutional authoritiaa, t diract tna Oiractor of Cantral 
Intelligence not to briaf tha Congress of tha united Stataa, 
aa providad for in Saction SOI of tha National Saeurity Act 
of 1947, aa amandad. until sueh time as t may diraet otherwise. 


SCOPS SSSCRIPTION 

Hostage Rescue - Tha provision of aaaiaeanea by tha 

Middla Cast Cantral Intelligence Money to 

privaea parties in their attempt to 
obtain the release of Americans 
held hostage in the Kiddie Bast. 

Sueh aaaiaeanea ia to ineluda tha 
provision of transportation, 
communications, and other necessary 
suppore. As pare of these efforts 
certain foreign material and munitions 
may be providad to tha Government 
of Iran which is taking steps to 
facilitate tha release of tha 
Amorlean hostages. 

All prior aetions taken by U.S. 
Government officials in furtherance 
of this effort are hereby ratified. 


Tha white House 'I 

Washington, O.C. ... 

r « 

Oats: ’ - • 
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ACTION 


MEMORANDUM FOR JOHN K. POINDEXTER 

FROM: OLIVER L. NORTH 

SUBJECT: Covert Action Finding on Iran 


Attached at Tab I is a memorandum from ybd to tha President 
forwarding a Covart Action Finding (Tab A). This Finding is 
based on our discussions with Nir and my subsequent seating with 
CIA General Counsel Stanley Sporkin. f 

At Sporkin*s request/ I talked to Bill Casey on secure re the 
Finding and the overall approach. He indicated that he thought 
the Finding was good and that this is probably the only approach 
that will work. He shares our goal of achieving a sore moderate 
government in Iran through this process. 

RECOMMENDATION : 

That you sign the sasiorandum to the President at Tab I. 

Approve _ Disapprove _ 


Attachments 
Tab I - 


Poindexter Memo to the President 
Tab A - Covert Action Finding 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 
FROM: JOHN M. POINDEXTER 

SUBJECT: Covert Action Finding Regarding Iran 


This week, Prime Minister Peres of Israel secretly dispatched his 
special advisor on terrorise with instructions to propose a plan 
by which the U.S. and Israel can act in concert to bring about a 
•ore Moderate government in Iran. The Israelis are obviously 
very concerned that the course of the Xran-Iraq war and the 
potential for further radicalisation in Iran pose a significant 
threat to the security of Israel. 

The Israeli plan is premised on the assumption that moderate 
elements in Iran can come to power if these factions demonstrate 
their credibility in defending Iran against Iraq and in deterring 
Soviet intervention. To achieve the strategic goal of a more 
moderate Iranian government, the Israelis are prepared to 
unilaterally commence selling military materiel to Western* 
oriented Iranian factions. It is their belief that by so doing 
they can achieve a heretofore unobtainable penetration of the 
Iranian governing heirarchy. The Israelis are convinced that the 
Iranians are so desperate for military materiel, expertise and 
intelligence that the provision of these resources will result in 
favorable long-term changes in personnel and attitudes within the 
Iranian government, further, once the exchange relationship has 
commenced, a dependency would be established on those who are 
providing the requisite resources, thus allowing the provldor(s) 
to coercively influence near-term events. 

As described by the Prime Minister’s emissary, the only 
requirement the Israelis have is an assurance that they will be 
allowed to purchase U.B. replenishments for the stocks that they 
sell to Iran. Since the Israeli sales are technically a 
violation of our Arms Export Control Act embargo for Iran, a 
Presidential Covert Action Finding is required in order for us to 
allow the Israeli sales to proceed and for our subsequent 
replenishment sales. 


Declassify ont OADR 
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The Covert Action Finding attached at Tab A provides the 
lattituc# for tha transactions indicated above to proceed. If 
this rmdin? is signed, vs would not interfere when tha Israelis 
unilaterally coasencs sales and delivanes of TOW missiles during 
January, }9li. we would also be able to legally sell basic tows 
tc Israel when they submit purchase orders for replenishing their 
own stocks. The Iranians have indicated an iie d iate requirement 
for 4,000 basic TOW weapons for use In the launchers they already 
hold. We would be expected to replace the Israeli stocks in less 
than JO days. 4,000 aissiles represent 1/3 of all available TOWs 
ir. Israel. 

The Israelis and the Iranians with whoa they are in contact agree 
that the continued holding of the five American hostages in 
Beirut will be immediately solved through commencement of this 
action. Prime Minister Peres had his emissary pointedly note 
that they well understand our position on making concessions to 
terrorists. They also point out, however, that terrorist groups, 
movements, and organisations are significantly easier to 
influence through governments than they are by direct approach. 

In that we have been unable exercise any suasion over Hitballah 
during the course of nearly two years of kidnappings, this 
approach through the government of Iran may well be our only way 
to achieve the release of the Americans held in Seirut. Itaui: 
again be noted that since this dialogue with.the Iranians began 
in September, Reverend Weir has boen released and there have bean 
no Shia terrorist attacks against American or Israeli persons, 
property, or interests. 

The Israelis have asked for our urgent response to this proposal 
so that they can plan accordingly. They note that the current 
crisis in the Middle test provides a rationale for a significant 
purchase of TOWs and. expedited delivery on our part. order tc 
provide an answer to Prime Minister beret, the finding at Tab A 
should be discussed privately with Secretaries ihuits, 

Weinbergeri Director Cssey and Attorney General Kaasa. If, based 
on their input, you decide to proceed, the finding should be 
signed and held. 

Recommendstioni 


that you mim to »aot with Mcr.t.ri.t ihult* .nd 
w.inbo**.r, Director Co.oy .nd Attorney ft.n.r.1 
M..M 00 tMi Utur u .©on •• peMlbU. 

--- 

~ PU 






1232 


r 


iukussieied 


Pursuer: t: Strticr 462 cl M . 10 /. 

f ?■< 1 1 r«XTf 1 s ttnr« nt - " 1 254 


ki jjt i 

undtrtut 


nett. Concsrninc uooretioni 
n pv tnt Centra, intsllicencs 
Agency ir. foreign Countries. Otntr ihtr. 
most intended solely tor the PurpossT 
cl Intelligencecollection 


I hereby fmd that tha following operation in a foreign 
country (including all support neceaaary to aueh operationi it 
important to the national security of the United States, and due 
to its extreme sensitivity and security risks, X determine it is 
essential to limit prior notice, and direct the Director of 
Central Intelligence to refrain fro* reporting this Finding tc 
the Congress as provided in Section SOI of the National Security 
Act of 194?, as amended, until X otherwise direct. 


SCOPI 


ossemmox 


Iran 


; 





work with Xranian elements, groups and individuals, 
selected foreign liaison services and third countries, 
all of whieh are sympathetic to U.S. Government $ 
interests and which do not conduct or aupport terrorist 
actions directed against U.S. persons, property or 
interests, for the purpose oft ( 1 ) establishing a more 
moderate government in Iran, and <2) obtaining from 
them significant intelligence not otherwise obtainable, 
to determine the current Iranian Government's inten¬ 
tions with respect to its neighbors and with respect to 
v terrorist acts. Provide funds, intelligence, counter- 
h intelligence, training, guidance and communications 
assistance to these elements, groups, individuals, 
liaison services and third countries in support of 
these activities. 


The USG will act to facilitate efforts by third parties 
and third countries to establish contact with moderate 
elements within and outsids ths Government of Xran by 
providing these elements with arms, equipment and 
related materiel in order to enhance the credibility of 
these elements in their effort to achieve e more 
pro-0.•. government in Iran by demonstrating thsir 
ability to obtain requisite rasourcas to deftnd u>air 
country against Iraq and intarvantion by the Foviet 
Union. This aupport will be discontinued if the U.S. 
Government learns that these elements have abandoned 
th.lr fell o* MduitiM tfe.lr 90 v.tM.nt snd 
•pproprlet.4 th. Mt.ri.l for purpose, other thsn th.t 
provided by this Finding. 
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• W aWllfel 

THE WHITE HOUSE 
Wt|HIN4tON 

January 17, 19M 

* ACTION 

memorandum for the president 

FROM I JOHN M. POINOEXTER 

SUBJECT: Covart Action Finding Regarding Iran 




N 10046 





Prim* Hiniatar Paraa of laraai secretly diapatchad hit special 
adviaor on tarroriaa with inatructiona to pcopoaa a plan by which 
Israal, with limited aaaiatanca from tha U.S., can craata 
eonditiona to haip bring about a more aodarata government in 
Iran. Tha laraalia ara vary eencarnad that Iran'a deteriorating 
position in tha war with Iraq, tha potantial for furthar 
radicalitation in Iran, and tha possibility of anhancad Soviet 
influence in tha Culf all poae significant threats to tha 
security of Israel. They believe it is essential that they act 
to at least preserve a balance of power in tha region. 


Tha Israeli plan is premised on tha assumption that moderate 
elements in Iran can come to power if these factions demonstrate* 
their credibility in defending Iran against Iraq and in deterring 
Soviet intervention. To achieve the strategic goal of a more 
moderate Iranian government, the Israelis are prepared to 
unilaterally commence selling military materiel to _ . 
western-oriented Iranian factions. It is their belief that by so 
doing they can achieve a heretofore unobtainable penetration of 
the Iranian governing hierarchy. The Israelis are convinced that 
the Iranians are so desperate for military materiel, expertise 
and intelligence that the provision of these resources will 
result in favorable long-term changes in personnel and attitudes 
within the Iranian government. Further, once the 
relationship has commenced, a dependency would be established on 
those who are providinf the requisite resources, thus allowing 
the provider(a) to coercively influence neer-term events. Such 
an outcome la consistent with our policy objectives and vould_ 
present aiqnlfleant advantages for O.S. national interests. As 
described by the Prime Minister's emissary, the only requirement 
,k a rifttlis have is an assurance that they will be allowed to 
SJchliri;*. iIJl.I!ilS-I”s for the Stocki that they sell to 
Iran. Me have researched the legal problems of Ssnei • 

O.fi. manufactured arms to-Iran. **>****-SfifJ'the^S^ 

h <j 1 mw fMf Of Oif• UM W ROtefy tni 1 

dflvtrnMAt of triAifin to third oooatriiii X do not ttcoiMftd 
that you agree with the specific details of the Israeli plan. 
However, there is another possibility. Some ago^ At^rnejr^-^j 

--TJeel 


!y om OADR 


Cluli 






mo ernorr 


NOP BN 
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General William rreneh Smith determined that under an appropriate 
finding you could authorisa tha CIA to tail ana to countries 
outside of tha provisions of tha laws and reporting requirements 
for foreign military sales. The objectives of the Israeli plan 
could be met if the CIA, using an authorised agent as necessary, 
purchased arms from the Department of Defense under the Economy 
Act and then transferred them to Iran directly after receiving 
appropriate payment from Iran. 


The Covert Action Finding attached at Tab A provides the latitude 
for the transactions indicated above to proceed. The Iranians 
have indicated an immediate requirement for 4,000 basic TOM 
weapons for use in the launchers they already hold. 


The Israeli's are also sensitive to a strong U.S. desire to free 
our Beirut hostages and have insisted that the Iranians 
demonstrate both influence and good intent by an early release of 
the five Americans. Both sides have agreed that the hostages 
will be immediately released upon cooimencement of this action. 
Prime Minister Peres had his emissary pointedly note that they * 
well understand our position on not making concessions to 
terrorists. They also point out, however, that terrorist groups * 
movements, and organisations are significantly easier to 
influence through governments than they are by direct approach. 

In that we have been unable to exercise any suasion over 
Hisballah during the course of nearly two years of kidnappings, 
this approach through the government of Iran may well be our only 
way to achieve the release of the Americans held in Beirut. It 
must again be noted that alnce this dialogue with the Iranians 
began in September, Reverend Meir has.been released and there 
have been no Shla terrorist attacks against American or Israeli 
persons, property, or interests. 

Therefore it is proposed that Israel make the necessary 
arrangements for the sale of 4000 TOM weapons to Iran. 

Sufficient funds to cover the sale would be transferred to an 
agent of tho CXA. The CIA would then purchase the weapons from 
the Department of Defense and deliver the weapons to Iran through 
the agent. It all of the hostages are not released after the 
first shipment of 1000 weapons, further transfers would cease. 


On the other hand, since hostage release is in some respects a 
byproduct of a larger effort to develop ties to potentially 
moderate forces in Iran, you may wish to redirect such transfers 
to othor groups within tho govornaont tt o iotor tiao. 
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The leraelie have caked for our urgent response to this proposal ' 
ao that thoy can plan accordingly. They not* that conditions’ 

’• inaida both Iran and Lebanon are highly volatile. The Israelis 
are cognisant that this entire operation will be terminated if 
che Xramana abandon their goal of moderating * their government or 
allow further acta of terroriam. You have diacuaaed the general 
outlinea of the laraeli plan with Seeretariea Shultx and 
Weinberger, Attorney General Keeae and Oireotor Caaey. The 
Seeretariea do not recommend you proceed with thia plan. 

Attorney General Meeae and Director Caaey believe the short-term 
and long-term objectives of the plan warrant the policy naka 
involved and recommend you approve the attached rinding. Because 
of the extreme aenaitivity of this project, it ia recommended 
that you exerciae your atatutory prerogative to withhold 
notification of the rinding to the Congreaaionel overeight 
coaaaitteea until auch time that you deem it to be appropriate. 

Aecommendatlon 


25 HO 



That you aign the attached rinding. 


Prepared byt 
Oliver L. Worth 


Attachment 

Tab A • Covert Action rinding 


//#* / 7 ^ . 






1239 


ILL KSImlmal 1IXT 


IVwiI •»»< 



nnnatmn 


tence 


hliL LtiiHit toTlfu 
TUPt-raTTl! 



J n.: nt on rmL-nrrn rn® p.tt» 
innn™ 
i cm t «rrcrrm-n trrn < 


: hereby find that the following operation in a forsicn 
country Unciudinp »U support necessary to such operation) i« 
important to tU national aoourlty of the Uaiuf State a, and 5u« 
«• Its “trano sensitivity inf security risks, x detenu,t*i! 
•••ostial to llait prior notice. an4 direct uw Oirootor »i l * 
Control Xntellifsace to refrain from reportinp this Mndlno ta 

f$ ft ?**** •• ?f«tlea ,w •* ^ notional Security 

Act of 1947, aa aaanCd, until X otherwise direct. y 


15211 OISCSIPTIOO 

* ’ta Assist selected friendly forelca liaison services, 

third countrlas and third parties which have 
established relationehipe with Iranian eleaents, 
troupe, and individuale eyopathotio to 0.9. Oovernaent 
interests and which do not conduct or eupport terrorist 
actions directed afalnet 0.9. persons, property or 
interests, for the purpose ofi (1) establlshlnf a sore 
cowernoent in Iran, (3) obtainin* free than 
significant Intellicence not othorvlso obtainable, to 
detsrains the current Iranian Covernaent's iatentione 
with respect to its nelfhbors and with respect to 
terrorist acts, and (3) furthering the release of the 
American hostages held ia leirut and proveatlnq 
additional terrorist acts by those troupe. Provide 
funds, lateillfence, couater-lntslllfsnce. trainine, 
fuldanca and coaaun lest ions and other necessary 
assistance to these elements, froups, individuals, 
liaison services tad third countries la support of 
these activities. 


The 094 will set to facilitate efforts by third partlos 
aad third countries to establish contact with aoderate 
olaaents within aad outside the Oovernaent of Iran by 
providing these elements with erne, equipment and 
related aeterlel ia order to enhance the credibility of 
these eleaents la their effort to achieve a note 
pro-0.9. fovornaent la Iran by daaonstretine their 
ability to obtain requisite resources to defend their 
country eqalast Iraq and intervention by the Soviet 
Union, this support will be discontinued if the 0.9. 
Oovernaent learns that these eleaents have abandoned 
their feels of node ratine their tovernaont aad 
appropriated the aeterlel for purposes other than that 


provided by 

The Mhite louse 
washinftoa, O.C. 

Oats January 17, 1999 



OGCh T9 0901-99 
Copy 1 
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.The Honorable Hi Ilia* j. Casey 
'Director / • 

Central Intelligence Agency 
Hashington, D.C. 20505 


Rat CIA X 


S. Weaponry 


Dear Blllt | 

We have been advised by the State Departnent's Legal 
Adviser that the Foreign Assistance Act and the Arms Exoo't 
Control Act were not intended, and have not been* applied, by 
Congress to be the exclusive means for sales of u.S. wc.-o-n* 
to foreign countries and that the President nay approve a 
transfer outside the eontaxt^fthos^tatutas. Aceordin-iy- 
X believe the exchange <»HI| ■ (nay be legall/co*- 

pleted, based upon a deterllHUi&n by freeident that the«e 
Acts cannot be used and that the authorities of the Economy 
Act and National Security let nay be utilised to achieve a 
significant intelligent* objective. In order to satisfy the 
Congressional reporting requirements laposed on the Secretary 
of Defense under DoD Appropriations Authorisation Acts 
<10 U.S.C. 133, Note) and on you by the Xntalllger.ee Cyectir'.t 
Act of 1980 (50 U.S.C. 413), the House and Senate Inteliiger.c 
Committee* should be informed of this proposal and the 
President'a deterainations. (S) 



ty *r 
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,13094 


CONGRESSlOl 


1 UJ&jL 


w 

ENATB 


H 

Juns S t 1980 


X further announe* that th* Senator 
rq» oeorfla (Mr. Talma&ci) ts abecnt 
>»OcUJ buatneas. 

further announce that, If present 
and voting. the Senator from ConnecU* 
cut (Mr. Rtarcorv) would rote M nay" 
Mr. STEVENS. X announce that the 
Senator from South Dakota (Mr. Pim- 
in) la neceaaarllr absent 
The PRE8IDINO OFFICER (Mr. 
Exoir). Are there any other Senators 
In the Chamber Wishing to cast their 
vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 51, 
nays 42. as follows: 

(ItoUcaU Vote We. ITO Let ) 

TEAS—It 


Baucus 

Barb 

BeaUta 

Sides 

BOOS 

Bradley 

Bumper* 


Hotline* 

Huddleston 

Inouyt 

Jackson 

J*VtU 

Jchnnoa 

Leahy 


Byrd. Robert C Lena 


Ctsooa 

Chili* 

Culver 

Dan forth 

Durkin 

Cuiitoe 


Armstrong 
Baler 
Bell 


T«Sf 

Lugar 

Mamueon 


Burdick 
Byrd. 

Harry P .Jr 
SifN 
)Kb 

bran 

. vben 

DeCoodsI 

Dolt 

Doc sold 
Du-mberger 


Ueteu&M* 

Id etcher 
Metsenboum 
Mitchell 
Morgan 
NATS—43 
E*oa 
Oars 

Ooldwater 
H*n 
Hatch 
Hatfield 

tfayakava 
Heist 
Helm* 

Humphrey 
Jepten 
KaaMbaum 
La* alt 
McClure 
Nuns 

NOT VOTTNO—7 


Moynibaa 

Neleoa 

Percy 

Pryor 

Rasdolpb 

Riffle 

Roth 

Sar bases 

Saseer 

Stafford 

Sunnis 

Surest 

Stewart 

Scoae 

Tvoncas 

William* 

Teuaff 


Pack wood 
Pell 

Pro-ml re 

Schmitt 

Schvelker 

5'mtooQ 

SUvenvon 

Thurmond 

Tower 

Wallop 

Warner 

Welch tr 

gorinsky 


Cranston MeOovera Talraadge 

Orarel Premier 

Kennedy Ribiecff 

So the motion to ley on the table Mr. 
WiiCKxa’s amendment iNo. 1793) was 
t«reed to. 

Mr. RTEOLE. Mr. President. I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the motion 
was * peed to. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President. I more to 
lap that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRES ID INO OFFICER. The Joint 
resolution is open to amendment. If there 
be no further amendment to be pro¬ 
posed. the question Is on the third read¬ 
ing of the Joint resolution. 

The Joint resolution (HJ. Res. 554) 
was read the third time. 

Mr. ROLLTNOS. Mr. Preaident. X ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESID1NO OFFICER. Is there 
a sufficient second f There is a sufficient 
second. 

The teas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDINO OFFICER. The Joint 
resolution having been read the third 
time, the question is. Shall it pass? The 

as and naps have been ordered, and 

te clerk will call the roil. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 


Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. X announce 
that the Senator from California (Mr. 


CiAjrrroiO, the Senator from Alaska 
(Mr. OtAvtL), the Senator from Massa¬ 
chusetts (Mr. Kunvinv). the Senator 
from South Dakota (Mr. McOovnw). 
and the Senator from Connecticut (Mr. 
Rmcorvi are necessarllp absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Oeorfla (Mr. Talmaooi) is absent 
on official business. 

X further announce that. If present and 
voting. the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. Rmcorr) would vote "pea.'* 

The PRESIDINO OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber wish¬ 
ing to vote? 

The result was announced—peas 71. 
naps 19. as follows: 

| Roll ceil Vote No. 171 Leg) 


Baker 

TEAR—71 
lion 

Neleoa 

Baucue 

Hard 

Nunn 

Barb 

Olena 

Packwood 

Bellman 

Han 

PeU 

Bentsen 

Hatfield 

Percy 

Blden 

Heflin 

Pryor 

Boren 

Heins 

Randolph 

Botch wits 

Kolllnga 

RJegle 

Bradley 

Huddleston 

Roth 

Bumpers 

tnouye 

Sarbanes 

Burdick 

Jackson 

Sasser 

Byrd. Robert C 

Janes 

Schmiu 

Cannon 

Johnston 

Schweiker 

Chafee 

Kassebaum 

Stafford 

Chile* 

Leahy 

Sunnis 

Church 

Levin 

Stevens 

Cochran 

Lone 

Stevenson 

Cohen 

Lurar 

Stewart 

Culver 

Magr.ueon 

Stone 

De nr orth 

Mathias 

Teongea 

DeCoocinl 

Mauunag* 

vra'lop 

Dole 

Mete her 

Warner 

Domenlct 

M.nzenbeum 

We'cker 

Durenberger 

Mitchell 

wuilami 

Durkin 

Uorvan 

Toune 

Eagleton 

Moymban 

hortnefcy 

Armetrong 

NATS—16 

Havakawa 

Presster 

Byrd. 

Helms 

PronMr* 

Harry P. Jr 

Humphrey 

Simpson 

Oaro 

Jepeen 

Thurmond 

Oold water 

La-alt 

To war 

Hateh 

McClure 



NOT VOTING—d 

Cranston 

Kennedy 

Ribicofl 

Oravel 

MoOovem 

Talmadg* 


So the Joint resolution (HJ. Res. 554) 

Mr. HOLUNOS. Mr. President. I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the bill 

was passed. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. I move to lap that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
screed to. _ 

XRTELUOENC1 OVERSIGHT AC* 

OF 1MI » 

The PRESIDINO OFFICER. Under the 
previous order, the Senate will now pro¬ 
ceed to the consideration of S. 22S4 which 
the clerk will state. 

The auUtant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

A bUL 18. «*4l tl author!*# the intelli¬ 
gence tyttetn of tbs United Suits bp tbe 
ttttblithatsi of s lututorp basis Tor the 
national inuiugeoc* activities of the United 
Ststts. sad for other purposes 

Tbe Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill, which had been reported from the 
Select Committee on Intelligence with 
an amendment to strike all after the en¬ 
acting clause and Insert the following: 
That this Act map ba cits* st tbt InUIU- 
gence Or trail b l Act of 19S0“ 


etc s. Bsctioa sea of tbt foreign Assist- 
anca Act of i961 (23 DSC 3427) U uuodN 
bp etrthlng out in aubaactioB <a) "and re¬ 
port*. in s tlmtly fashion" and all tbst fol¬ 
lows down through tbt period in subsection 
|b) and Inserting la lltu thereof t period 
and tbt following: "Each aucb operation 
shall b* consldtrtd a significant anticipattd 
intelligence activity for tbt purpotts of ttc- 
Uon SOI of tbt National Security Act of 
1947". 

See 3. <s) Tbt National Security Act of 
1917 (00 DSC 401 at ttq.) U amended by 
adding at tbt and thirsof tbt following ntw 
Utlt: 

-mil V—ACCOUNTABILITY POR 
INTELUOENC* ACTIVTTIEa 
*'coMGa*sesotui omtttrr 


“Bsc. 501. (a) To tbt taunt eonslsunt with 
all appllcablt authorities and dutlta. includ¬ 
ing tboaa conftrrtd by tbt Constitution upon 
tb* tatcutlvt and Itgltlttlvt branches of tbt 
Oovtrament. and to tbt taunt contuuni 
with due regard tor tbt protection from us- 
authorized dltcloturt of classified informa¬ 
tion and information relating to lauJiigeoct 
source* and methods, tbt Director of Central 
Intelligence and tbt bead* of all depart- 
menu, agtnclte. and other entitles of tbe 
United Suite in to 1 red in Intelligence ac¬ 
tivities shall— 

M (l) keep tbt Select Committee on In- 
Ulllgeoct of tbt Btnau and tbt Permanent 
Select Commute* oo InUUlgeace of tbt 
Bout* of Representatives (berslnafur in 
this tectloo referred to ta tbt "Select Com* 
aUttee") fully and currently informed of all 
intelligence activities which are tb* respon¬ 
sibility of. are engaged in by. or are carried 
out for or oo behalf of. any department, 
agenep. or entity of tb# United State*. In¬ 
cluding any significant anticipated inulU- 
genet activity, eicept that (A) tht foregoing 
provision shall not require approval of tbe 
Select Committees at a condition precedent 
to tht Initiation of any such anticipated in* 
umgence activity, and (B) if tbt President 
determines it is essential to limit prior no¬ 
tice to meet estraordlnarp circumstances 
affecting vital intereeU of the United Bute*, 
such notice shall be limited to tht chairman 
and ranking min on tv members of tht Select 
Committees, the Speaker and minority 
leader of tbt Roust of Rtpraetnutivta and 
tht major! y and minority leaders of tb* 
Senate; , 

-(2) furnish any Information or material 
concerning Intelligent* actlvltltt which 1* 
in tbt possession, custody, or control of anf 
department, agency, or tntlty of the United 
Suit* and which it requested by tlthtr of 
tbe Select Committees in order to cany out 
its authorised responsibilities: and 

“(3) report In a tlmelv fashion to tbt 
Select Committee* any illegal mulligan** 
activity nr Menl^cant tnUUlgence failure 
and any corrective action that bat been 
taken or Is planned to be taken In connec¬ 
tion with inch illegal activity or failure. 

"(b) Tbe President shall fully Inform tb* 
Select Committees In a tlmelv fashion of 
mulllr*Qre operations In foreign count***- 
other than activities intended solely for ob¬ 
taining neewwarp tnUUlgence. for whiea 
prior notice was not given under eubeection 
ra) and shall provide a statement of tbt 
reasons for not giving prior notice 

-fc) Tbe President and the Select Com¬ 
mittee* shall each ttUblleh such procedure* 
at map be ntet-sary to carry out tht provi¬ 
sions of vubttctione (a) and (h). 

-(d) Tb# Route of Represented veean* 
tht Senate, la consultation with tht Dlrttw 
or Central InUlllgereo. shall each est abUtf- 
bp rule or resolution of ruch Houm. p****” 
dure* to protect from unauthorlred disclo¬ 
sure all classified information and all »■ 
formation relating to IntilUfgnee eourcee 
and method* furnished to thf Select Com 
ml 1400* or to Members of the Congreee undm 


■Rita® 

mi 


76-936 0-88-40 
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thJ WSoo. Xa sooordano* with ruch pro- 
0 * MCfc Ot th* S*>*ct ComBtittM* fthtU 
ppx . call to th* Atuotioo of 1U r*«poe* 
Ur* Uoum, or to u; ApproprUt* eoaamiltM 
or coamlmw of It* rwptcUn Hour*, id; 
outUr renting to LnMUfwa tctirmaa re¬ 
quiring tb« UWqUoo of ouch Hour* or rich 
ooumlttN or commit too*. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON- Mr. President, I 
uk unanimous consent that th* follow¬ 
ing members of th* staff of th* Select 
Committee oo Intelligence be fruited 
privilege of the floor during proceeding* 
on 8. 2284 and during the rote on the 
Mil and any amendment*: Bill Miller, 
Carl EUenhower. Dennl* Sharon. John 
SUlff. Keith Raff el. Mike Epeteia. Abe 
Shulakj, David Shaw. Ken deOraffrn- 
reid, Angelo Codevilla, TOcn Crowley, Ed 
Levine, Ted Ralston, Jim Roche, Jean 
Evan*. Mark Schneider, Tom Connolly, 
and Sherry Tow ell. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objecti on. It 1* to ordered. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, 
today In taking up 8. 2284. we are tak¬ 
ing another step up the ladder leading 
to comprehensive legislation authori¬ 
sing and regulating the Intelligence 
sctlvltles of the Government. The first 
step was taken In February 1278 when 
this body passed the Foreign Intelli¬ 
gence Surveillance Act. Over the past 
2 years, we have seen that a statute can 
indeed give the intelligence agencies the 
authorities they need to undertake nec- 
essanr intelligence activities, while at 
th' \e time protecting the civil liber¬ 
ty Americans and providing for 
Uric* congressional oversight. In S. 
2284, the bill before us today, we are 
extending the statutory basis of congres¬ 
sional oversight to the entire ambit of 
intelligence activity within the Juris¬ 
diction of the Intelligence Committees 
of each House. 

In the first instance. 8 . 2284 modifies 
the Hughes-Ryan amendment. Under 
that amendment the Central intelli- 
fence Agency is not permitted to spend 
money on covert operation* abroad un¬ 
less the President finds that each such 
operation is Important to the National 
security of the United State* and re- 
oort* in a timely fashion a description 
or the oDeration to the appropriate com¬ 
mittees of Congress. 

'Hie appropriate committee* are now 
understood to be those dealing with in¬ 
telligence. foreign relations, armed 
wvteee. and appropriations in each 
House. The procedure of Hughes-Ryan 
•is always intended to be a temporary 
desl * ne <l to hold the field only 
until a permanent arrangement waa 
2*?* for congressional oversight of in- 
wUlgence activities. As Senator Hcckis. 
13* ‘Ponsor, stated on the floor of the 
f«nate, the amendment "provide* a tem¬ 
porary arrangement, not a permanent 
r2J*. rec0 ?'? lni that a permanent ar¬ 
rangement ta In the process of being 
S. 2284 embodies such an ar- 
>nt. Hughes-Ryan has certainly 
*n a failure. It has set a needed 


dev' 

r*j 

Qot 


oretleal possibility that a leak of damag¬ 
ing information could emerge from one 
of the eight committees which possess at 
least a theoretical right of access to the 
information troubles th* executive 
branch a great deal. 

Restricting the notice of such opera¬ 
tion* to th* two Intelligence Commit¬ 
tee* with their stringent security pro¬ 
cedures does, in the view of the executive 
branch, reduce the possibilities of a 
leak, thereby helping assure the success 
of covert operation* and In fact remov¬ 
ing an impediment to their initiation. At 
the same time, 6. 2284 specifically recog¬ 
nizes the responsibility of the two In¬ 
telligence Committee* to bring to the at¬ 
tention of any other committee or of 
either House matters warranting their 
concern. 

For example, if CIA were undertaking 
a major covert operation which would 
have significant effects on OS. foreign 
policy In a certain region of the world, I 
would view It to be Incumbent upon the 
Senate Intelligence Committee to In¬ 
form the Senate Foreign Relations Com¬ 
mittee of the Initiative. 

This bill goes far beyond the scope 
of Hughes-Ryan. First of all. unlike 
Hughes-Ryan. the provisions of the bill 
are not restricted to CIA: the activities 
of such other agencies a* the National 
Security Agency, the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, and the Defease Intelli¬ 
gence Agency are also covered. Next, the 
requirement for reporting applies to in¬ 
telligence activities undertaken in the 
United States as well as abroad. Most 
Importantly, the committee Is to be kept 
"fully and currently informed." As wu 
stated In the committees report: 

Th* responsibility of tbs Cxseutlvs here 
is not limited to providing full and complsts 
information upon requtst from tbs com¬ 
mutes*. it also includs* an afflrmatlv* duty 
on tht pan of tbs bsad of sacb (lnt*uig«ac* | 
entity to kssp tbs commlttsss fully and cur¬ 
rently informed of all major pollclsa. direc¬ 
tive*. and intelllgsncs activities. 

Supplementing this provision is a re¬ 
quirement that the two Intelligence com¬ 
mittee* receive full access to Information 
requested by the committees In further¬ 
ance of their responsibilities; under this 
provision, th* scope of their responsibil¬ 
ities should be retd as broadly as the 
congressional power to enact legislation 
and appropriate funds relating to intel¬ 
ligence. The committees are also to be 
specifically informed of any illegal activ¬ 
ity or significant Intelligence failure. 

Not only does S. 2284 go beyond 
Hughes-Ryan In requiring reports on 
and full access to all intelligence activ¬ 
ities, but it also changes the timing of 
the reports to Congress. The Director 
of Central Intelligence and the heads of 
all departments and agencies involved in 
intelligence activities are required to 
keep the two Intelligence committees 
"fully and currently Informed" of all 
Intelligence activities, Including any 
"significant anticipated intelligence ac¬ 
tivity." The use of the word "anticl- 


Swedent of congressional oversight of P*^." of course, requires prior notice 
JA co ert operation* and also showed of such 
^congressional committee* could 
Obtain a high level of security. 


At the same time, however, the the- 
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such activities. 

Thl* act, then, extend* beyond 
Hughes-Ryan to constitute a compre¬ 
hensive statutory plan for oversight of 
Intelligence activities. In supporting the 


bill and its accompanying report, the ad¬ 
ministration has recognised that intelli¬ 
gence activities are the Joint responsi¬ 
bility of Congress and the executive 
branch. Intelligence activities clearly 
should be viewed as an am of the na¬ 
tional defense end th# foreign policy of 
the country. 

The Constitution does Dot specifically 
address the allocation of powers associ¬ 
ated with these matters. Certain of the 
powers, such as the function of Com¬ 
mander in Chief and the power to ap¬ 
point Ambassadors were specifically con¬ 
ferred by the Founders on the President; 
In turn. Congress received equally impor¬ 
tant powers including those to declare 
war, raise and support Armed Forces, 
and. in the Senate consent to treaties 
and the appointment of Ambassadors. 

Olven this right to be kept fully ap¬ 
prised of intelligence activities, Congress 
will be able to fulfill Its constitutionally 
mandated role In the are# of national 
defense and foreign policy. Unlike most 
national defense and foreign policy mat¬ 
ters. Intelligence activities cannot be dis¬ 
cussed publicly. Therefore, in consulta¬ 
tions with the executive branch, the two 
broadly based Intelligence Committees 
will be acting as proxies for the Ameri¬ 
can people. 

The Input of the committees will be 
especially significant when they obtain 
prior notice of a significant Intelligence 
activity—significant due to its particu¬ 
larly high cost or its significant poten¬ 
tial for affecting this country* diplo¬ 
matic. political, or military relations 
with other countries Prior notification 
of intelligence activities that have sig¬ 
nificant potential for affecting foreign 
policy will permit consultation between 
the branches and help prevent harmful 
divisions of opinion such as occurred 
over US. policy In Angola. In addition, 
Informing the Intelligence Committees 
or significant anticipated activities gives 
the President the benefit of advice and 
policy recommendations from outside 
the executive branch. It can only serve 
the national Interest If the President 
knows whether he has broad support In 
the Congress before deciding on such a 
significant activity. 

While before the committee, Director 
of Central Intelligence Turner stated 
that: 

Action* of both |rnt*m|*oc*1 Commit- 
t«*s la reviewing . . . corert action And lag* 
hu laflu*nc*d th* way la which w* bar* 
carried th*m out. 

He went on to say that the influence 
had been "absolutely" beneficial. Simi¬ 
larly. former Director Colby said that 
discussion of significant planned activ¬ 
ities "enables the Executive to get a sense 
of congressional reaction and avoid the 
rather clamorous repudiation which has 
occurred In certain cases • • • I think 
that is a helpful device." 

While Congress, acting through the 
two committees, doe* Indeed have a role 
in the sphere of intelligence. 8. 2284 
states that even where prior notice is 
required, approval of the committee* as 
a condition precedent to the initiation 
of any anticipated intelligence activity 
Is not required- This language can he 
traced back to Senate Resolution 400. 
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Mth Cocgr***, where It exist* In similar 
form. During th* floor debet* on that 
resolution, th* Senator from Ten nets** 
(Ur. Baud , the distinguished minority 
leader, lUted that h* had requested that 
this provision be added: 

TO m a l a absolutely cleer that the laclu- 
aloe o t tbs 'including uy dgniflcant 

anticipated sctlmiss" *1* not constitute a 
requirement that tbs Set set Committee 
*lt her fits Ik consent or approval he tor* 
any covert action or Intel ligeace activity 
caul* be implemented by the Ksecutlv* 
branch. Rather the Intent of |including 
thoee words | U to require prior consultation 
between the Committee and the intelligence 
community, but not prior consent or ap¬ 
proval. 


Thus, the committee Is not able for¬ 
mally to veto any propoaed significant 
activity it learns about In advance. 

All three provision* discussed—that 
the committees be kept fully and cur¬ 
rently Informed, be furnished any In¬ 
formation concerning intelligence activi¬ 
ties in order to carry out its authorized 
responsibilities, and receive reports on 
the illegal activities or significant in¬ 
telligence failures—are premised on con¬ 
sistency with “all applicable authorities 
and duties. Including those conferred by 
the Constitution upon the executive and 
legislative branches of the Oovemment, 
and due regard for the protection from 
unauthorised disclosure of classified in¬ 
forms Uon and information relating to 
Intelligence sources and methods.” 

X myself believe that the only con¬ 
stitutional basis for the President to 
withhold prior notice of a significant In¬ 
telligence activity would be exigent cii* w 

cumstancee when time does not permit th* committee report 
prior notice; in such a earn the commit 


any alleged constitutional power to deny 
prior notice are much reduced. How¬ 
ever. if he doe* claim such a power, he 
must give Umely notice of the significant 
activity to committees together with an 
explanation of the reason for denial of 
prior notice. 

The two branches share the responsi¬ 
bility to protect classified information 
and intelligence sources and methods 
from unauthorised disclosure. Under S. 
2284. the committees are to establish 
rules protecting such information. Sec¬ 
tion 103(d) of the National Security Act 
of 1M7 gives the Director of Central In¬ 
telligence authority to protect intelli¬ 
gence sources and methods from unau¬ 
thorized disclosure. That statute, as Ur. 
Anthony Lapham. former Oeneral Coun¬ 
sel of the CIA. has pointed out in a let¬ 
ter. was never intended to deny Informa¬ 
tion to a duly authorised oversight com¬ 
mittee of Congrats. 

Mr. President. I ask unanimous con¬ 
sent to have Ur. Lapham’s letter printed 
in the Rccou at the conclusion of my 
remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 3 > 

Ur. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, in 
fact, the administration recognizes that 
the Intelligence Oversight Committees of 
the House and Senate are authortx 4 to 
receive such information. There may be 
aspects of certain Intelligence activities 
which will not be given to the committees 
in order to preserve essential secrecy; 
when appropriate, the committee would 
agree to such a restriction. As is said In 


tee could be notified as soon as poa- 
*iUe. At th* same time, the executive 
branch has argued that the President's 
'constitutional authorities and duties” 
might permit a withholding of prior no¬ 
tice through the exercise or the Presi¬ 
dent's constitutional authority. 

As I have stated. I believ* that intelli¬ 
gence activities should be a Joint respon¬ 
sibility of th* President and Congress, 
and for that reason. Congress should 
obtain prior notice Mr. Raymond Celada 
of the Congressional Research Service 
ha* written a scholarly report supporting 
this view. 

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con¬ 
sent to have printed th* research report 
at th* conclusion of my remarks. 

Th* PRESIDING OFFICER Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit I.) 

Mr HUDDLESTON Mr. President, in 
any case. I am confident that these mat¬ 
ter* will be worked out In a practical 
way. even If the constitutional author¬ 
ities of the two branches remain in dis¬ 
pute. 

In order to reduce concerns about es¬ 
sential secrecy In truly extraordinary 
circumstances, the President may limit 
prior notice to th* Speaker and minority 
iMder of th* House of Representative*, 
th* majority and minority leader of the 
Senate, and the chairmen and rice 
chairmen of the two Intelligence Com¬ 
mittee*. otven this provision, the 
chances that any President will rely on 


Th* light or full iccts to any intelligence 
information implies some measure of dis¬ 
cretion 

On the other hand, the committee 
maintains the right to subpena informa¬ 
tion; as Ls also said in the report: 

This statute does not provide a statutory 
right, independent of cooitltutlonai Author¬ 
ity. to withhold information from Congress 
when requested bp a congressional eubpen*. 

Despite their importance, this bill en¬ 
visions a far broader role for the In¬ 
telligence Committees than consultations 
with the executive branch on intelligence 
activities. In the absence of comprehen¬ 
sive charters, it is up to the two Intelli¬ 
gence Committees, acting through legis¬ 
lative oversight, to help Insure that we 
maintain the beet possible intelligence 
organization in the world, and at th* 
same Ume protect the civil liberties of 
Americans. Th* primary focus of atten¬ 
tion for the committee should be to in¬ 
sure high quality intelligence. 

In a world growing increasingly com¬ 
plex. th* policymakers of the Govern¬ 
ment must have the fullest, most up-to- 
date information on matters ranging 
from world grain harvests to Soviet nu¬ 
clear plans and capabilities. Th# Intelli¬ 
gence Committee will continue to work 
toward further Improvements in what 
X believe to be the best intelligence appa¬ 
ratus in the world. Whether 
additional legislation or further appro¬ 
priations, the committee will work to¬ 
ward that goal 


In addition, the committee will nn^ 
special efforts to oversee Investigation* 
of Americans. With proper congres si onal 
oversight, no intelligence agency could 
conceivably be out of control At the same 
time, we recognise that congressional 
oversight ls no substitute for compre¬ 
hensive intelligence charters. 

m dosing. I reaffirm the commitment 
I and the Intelligence Committee as a 
whole have mad* to the principle of com¬ 
prehensive legislative charters which de¬ 
fine the mission of the Intelligence agen¬ 
cies, authorise certain intelligence sctlri¬ 
te*. and protect the civil liberties of 
Americans. I remain convinced that 
charters are not Just important, but es¬ 
sential to th* efficient and effective op¬ 
eration of our Intelligence community. 
Each member of the committee has 
spent untold hours and days grappling 
with the issues raised by congressional 
oversight and by comprehenaivs char¬ 
ters. Th* chairman of the committee, tbs 
Senator from Indiana (Mr. Bath); the 
rice chairman of the committee, the Sen¬ 
ator from Arizona (Mr. Oocowatsd; 
and th* rice chairman of the Subcom¬ 
mittee on Charters and Guidelines, th* 
Senator from Maryland (Mr. Mathias) 
are especially deserving of thanks for 
their diligent work. 

Other members of the subcommittee, 
such as the Senator from New York (Mr. 
MovffZHAjf). who Ls in the Chamber; and 
the Senator from Delaware (Mr. Bom) ; 
the Senator from Utah (Mr. OadO have 
played very important role* In develop¬ 
ing charter legislation and in developing 
the bill that Is before us at this point. 
I can assure the Member* of this body 
that these Senators and other commit¬ 
tee member* will continue their work 
aimed at passage of comprehensive char¬ 
ters 

Ciimrr i 

Powxb ot Co item* To Ovum Astawc* Is* 
roAMsTioe Coweta* two Ihtclucimci Or- 
aunoMt 

Tbs recent controversy over lb# Ad tL abil¬ 
ity sod practicability of th# Hughes-Ay so 
Amendment. 33 C-SC. I 303. hs# given rise 
to a more fundamental question regarding 
th* constitutions! bcu odsrtv* between Con¬ 
gress sod ib» President with respect to th* 
nations! secumj power. Th# Hughee-Aja® 
Amendment, which Added a new section 663 
to the Foreign Aeslstance Act of IMI. *• 
emended, limits the use of funds sppropri- 
Ated under Any set. ‘’by or on behalf of *&• 
Central Intelligence Agency tor operation* 
in foreign countries, other than neurit*** 
intended solely for obtaining necessary iot» l * 
Ugence. unless sad until the President find* 
that escb such operation is import sot to 
the national security of the United Statce 
and repons, in a timely fashion, a deecrip- 
tion and scope of such operation to tbs *P' 
proprtate committee# of the Congress 
Ksctuded from the report Inf requirements o» 
law. at least insofar as they might necessi¬ 
tate prt-operational reports, are those intel¬ 
ligence operations which occur "during (Bill* 
tary opeiattons initiated by the United State* 
under a declantion of war approved by lb « 
Congress or an exercise ot powers by 
President under the War Powers Resolution 
The legislative history of the Hughes-Af** 
Amendment mahm cl ear that ‘ t w as intend*^ 

covert activities (1*. whae popularly mig* 1 
be termed espionage acidities) as distin¬ 
guished from intelligence gathering activiti" 
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tlty to get this Intelligence group mov- 
in* faster, and I would hope th*t w# cad 
PAu this bill even this Afternoon. 

There la really not a lot of dlsAgree¬ 
ment with it. Although I lmA*ine some 
of the Jane Food* type troupe which 
roam around foi* country might hnd 
somethin* wrong with It because it did 
not make a wry perfect guarantee that 
they can go around downgrading Amer¬ 
ica all they want to—and it might eren 
amuse a gentleman who Is now over In 
Tehran to note that we would smile at 
his efforts Instead of doing what any 
other country would do, slap him In Jail, 
which is a good place for him—if he will 
just raise a beard, that is about all It 
takes. 

We want to get rid of the Hughes- 
Ryan part of this thing first. Hughes- 
Ryan Is merely the one that made it Im¬ 
possible for us to conduct covert actions 
without • different committee*—at least 
8, which mean about 200 people- 
knowing what was taking place In these 
covert actions. You cannot have covert 
actions. In my opinion, even if your wife 
knows about It. That Is another reason 
why I do not like the whole country or 
the whole town knowing what la going 
on. When you toss the New York Time* 
In, which has some pipeline Into what 
we do every day, classification becomes 
something that Is rather a Joke. But we 
do have to get rid of Hughes-Ryan; we 
have to make it tough for a man who 
has said he will live by the standards 
of the intelligence agencies, and then 
goes out and writes books using name, 
rank, and serial number of the people, 
has an office out here on Dupont Circle, 
and be able to cause the deaths of people 
around this world, to make It Increas¬ 
ingly impossible for our country to oper¬ 
ate In this powerful, powerful world, and 
growing more so every day. without fear 
of hurting someone. 

So, Mr. President, those are the few 
remarks t have to make on this subject. 
Z think the Senate and the Congress are 
Indeed fortunate In having the type of 
men—probably the present speaker ex¬ 
cepted—on the committees In the House 
and Senate being willing to spend hour 
after hour after hour, being awakened 
at all hours of the night to hear what 
is going on in places that normally you 
would not give a dam about, but we have 
to hear It 

In spite of all of the idiotic groups that 
wander around this country downgrad¬ 
ing the United Spates, talking badly 
about it are trying to tear down Intelli¬ 
gence, I do not think the Senate or the 
House Is going to stand still for It and t 
do not think the American people are. 
either. 

t want to thank the chairman of the 
committee and the former chairman of 
the committee for allowing me to addreas 
a few remarks. 

Mr. INOUYE addressed the Chair. 

The ACTXNO PRESIDENT pro tem¬ 
pore. The Senator from Hawaii. 

Mr. QfOUTB. Mr. President. I had the 
honor of serving ae the first chairman 
of the Intelligence Committee when It 
was formed on May 19. 1971. At that 
time, the Senate, in Its resolution 400. 


assigned to the committee a broad range 
of duties, all of which were d esi gn ed to 
carry out rigorous oversight of the Intel¬ 
ligence activities of the UjS. Government 
One of the most important of those du¬ 
ties was to examine "the de sira bi l ity of 
developing charters for each Intelligence 
agency or department." 

As chairman, X appointed Senator 
KtmDtXfTON ae cha' .man of the Charters 
Subcommittee. Since that appointment, 
the Intelligence Committee has held 24 
open hearings and heard from 77 wit¬ 
nesses concerning the charters. In addi¬ 
tion. this committee has held eight full 
committee hearings In executive session 
and six subcommittee hearings In exec¬ 
utive session concerning the same sub¬ 
ject. 

Throughout all of these hearings and 
meetings. Senator Huvbustov has dem¬ 
onstrated extraordinary ability, effec¬ 
tiveness and character. Of the 24 open 
bearings, he was at all but three, which 
Is quite an achievement for any chair¬ 
man of any committee, and for all of the 
other subcommittee meetings or full 
committee hearings or full committee 
meetings In executive session, he was the 
man at the helm. 

In addition, ht has had 12 meeting 
with Admiral Turner, 2 meetings with 
the President's legal counsel Lloyd Cut¬ 
ler, I meetings with the Vice President, 
and S meetings with the President of the 
United States. He has presided over 
four major drafts of this blU, and Ood 
knows how many modifications. 

Mr. President, I think the Intelligence 
Committee—and the Senate—owe Sen¬ 
ator H tropics to if a great debt of grati¬ 
tude. Although the brevity of the legis¬ 
lative calendar this year has made It 
Impossible to consider the full charter 
package. Senator Hvoolsston has com¬ 
pleted all the ground work and funda¬ 
mentals necessary for charter legislation 
to go forward in the future. I am con¬ 
vinced that this effort will go forward 
and that it will eventually succeed. 

For the present, the step we take to¬ 
day In that direction is a most important 
one. First, this legislation will make the 
Intelligence community function more 
efficiently and securely by reducing from 
eight to two the number of committees 
which must be informed of covert opera¬ 
tions. Second, this legislation strength¬ 
ens the oversight role of the intelligence 
committees of Congress by requiring ad¬ 
vance notice of significant anticipated 
intelligence activities and access to all 
information. 

The necessity for a large and extensive 
secret Intelligence system Imposes great 
demands upon our open, democratic, 
constitutional society. Secret intelligence 
activities, by their very nature, require 
that only a delegated few in the Govern¬ 
ment. both In the executive and the leg¬ 
islative branches, have detailed knowl¬ 
edge of the overall activities of our in¬ 
telligence agencies. . Nevertheless, our 
constitutional system of checks and bal¬ 
ances and of shared responsibilities be¬ 
tween the branches demands shared 
knowledge as well. 

I firmly believe that under our consti¬ 
tutional system, the license for the ex¬ 


ecutive branch to undertake secret Intel¬ 
ligence activities requires a full aware- 
new of the nature and detail of these 
activities by the legislative branch. The 
experience over the past few years makes 
it clear that the executive branch should 
not be authorised to undertake secret In¬ 
telligence activities unleu the legislative 
branch, through its appropriate com¬ 
mittees, Is fully knowledgeable of the , 
extent and the purpose of such laUUi- 
genct activities. 

The obverse of Congress right to prior 
notice and access to Information is its 
duty to protect the valid secrete of our 
country. I am satisfied that the Senate 
Select Committee on Intelligence has 
demonstrated that it has the discipline 
necessary to protect the most sensitive 
secrete entrusted to It. In fact. I recall 
that the President himself, st our meet¬ 
ing with him at the White House on 
August 4, 1977, commended the commit¬ 
tee for its record of security, saying that 
it was better than any ether part of the 
US. Government. Since that time, the 
committee has continued to demon¬ 
strate that ft can be trusted with the 
Nation’s most sensitive secrete. 

The Intelligence Oversight Act of 1990 
provides that the two Intelligence Com¬ 
mittees of Congress will receive prior 
notice of significant intelligence activi¬ 
ties, However, provision has been mads 
for a “limited prior notice’’ In those cases 
in which the President determines It Is 
essential to limit prior notice to meet 
extraordinary circumstances affecting 
the vital Interest of the United States. 
For these cases, the President shall limit 
prior notice to the chairman and rank¬ 
ing minority members of the House Per¬ 
manent Select Committee on Intelli¬ 
gence and the Senate Select Committee 
on Intelligence, the Speaker and the mi¬ 
nority leader of the House of Represent¬ 
atives. and the majority and minority 
leaden of the Senate. 

The purpose of this limited prior notice 
In extraordinary circumstance* is to pre¬ 
serve the secrecy necessary for very sen¬ 
sitive cases while providing the Presi¬ 
dent with advance consultation with the 
leaders in Congress and the chairmen 
and ranklngmlnoiity members who have 
special expertise and responsibility in 
foreign policy and intelligence matters 
Such consultation will Insure strong 
oversight, and at the same time share 
the President's burden on difficult deci¬ 
sions concerning significant activities. I 
am of the Arm belief that the only time 
the President would not consult with the 
Intelligence Committees in advance 
would be in matters of extreme exigency. 

In my experience as chairman of the 
Intelligence Committee and u a con¬ 
tinuing member of that committee, I can 
conceive of almost no circumstance 
which would warrant withholding of 
prior notice, except in those very rare 
situations where the President dose not 
have aul&ctent time to consult with 
Congress. / 

The Select committee on Intelligence 
voted unanimously In favor of this bill. 
The present membership of the commit¬ 
tee reflects the full spectrum or Senate 
views from left to right. The commit- 



1245 


13106 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE Juns 3. 1980 


tee's unanimous rot* Is favor of this bill 
' a recognition that the bill strikes the 
wr balance between maintaining the 
.ter of information and Inaurlng that 
Congress knowi what tha executive 
branch la doing In tfaa name of tha 
American people Therefore. Mr. Presl- 
dent. I strongly urga the Member* of tha 
Senate to rota favorably on thla measure, 
G. 2264. 

Mr. MOTNIHAIT sddressed tha Chair. 
The ACTTNO PRESIDENT pro tem¬ 
pore. The Senator from New York. 

Mr. MOYNEHAN Mr. President, I ap¬ 
preciate the opportunity to comment oo 
tha bill immediately before us and 1 do 
so aa a member of the committee who 
has served 3*4 of the 4 yean of ita ex¬ 
istence. 

I would like first to take the oppor¬ 
tunity to express the singular admira¬ 
tion In' what I think is a very special 
group, the select committee, which, of 
necessity, lives a somewhat closed life. 

I would like to express tha admiration 
X have, which I know Is shared, for our 
Ant chairman, who has just spoken and 
who came to me when I arrived in the 
Senate and asked me if X would join the 
Committee. X had served as an American 
ambassador on two occasions and had 
some experience in the executive branch 
with this matter, and it was characteris¬ 
tic of him to bring a new person into 
the counsel of the group if he thought 
there was some quaLhcat.on mvooea. ss 
he did In my case. 

But then, moat singularly, at the end 
v 2-year period of service, the senior 
,iator from Hawaii <Mr. Inooyii and 
the chairman of one of the most impor¬ 
tant committees In the 8enate stepped 
down as chairman. He said that 2 years 
of the intensity of the experience was 
enough for any one person who was care¬ 
ful to perform at his best levels at all 
times. 

l^e chairmanship was not to become 
the domain of any Individual, something 
which the chairman had acquired 
through seniority, and which he would 
hold on to. 

But he did not leave the committee, 
rather he stepped to the bottom of the 
committee to continue the cycle again. I 
do not know of an equivalent In the his¬ 
tory of this body. Certainly, not In this 
time have we seen such a measure of se¬ 
riousness and patriotism, a measure of 
which he need not be ashamed. I would 
like to attest to it and to thank him for 
the opportunity he has given me. 

There are not words to describe our 
fondness for the ranking member, with¬ 
out whom those days and svenings In the 
Dome would not only pass unnoticed but 
unremembered, and for the chairman of 
our subcommittee, on which X have the 
honor to serve, for whom no praise would 
be sufficient at this time for what he has 
been through to bring us to this impor¬ 
tant point. 

On one hand, this is a point where the 
trials is going to resolve, in a very ef- 
:tlve way. the question of how we es- 
—<blish an oversight with respect to 
matters that are of great sensitivity and 
equally gTeat importance to this Nation. 

On the other hand. Mr. President, X 
cannot but note a certain an tic lima tic 


quality to this session. This subject was 
supposed to be one of the most difficult 
for the Congress to deal with, one 
charged with political conviction. The 
Senator from Hawaii has spoken of 
members on the committee from the 
left to the right. He very accurately usee 
such terms, which are nevertheless rare 
In our discourse because wt do not think 
of ourselves Ln those terms so much as in 
terms of East and West and North and 
South. Bui, of necessity. Ideological con¬ 
cerns have entered the deliberations of 
this committee more than ln most. Xt Is 
odd that at this particular first culmi¬ 
nation, In statutory terms, of work that 
began practically a decade ago there 
should now be six Members of the Sen¬ 
ate on thefloor. X fear there will be 
fewer still u the proceedings go forward. 

There is a reason for this, Mr. Presi¬ 
dent, which Is that the brave undertaking 
which commenced. 3 *4 yean ago to pro¬ 
duce a charter has not. as such, suc¬ 
ceeded. The document finally produced 
by us, 8. 2264. Ln all of Its 176 pages, Is 
available for those who find It possible 
to read, but It is not before us for any 
legislative action. It seems to me Impor¬ 
tant that it be acknowledged at this mo¬ 
ment why it Is the case that wt are deal¬ 
ing with this very Important matter Ln 
such an abridged form. 

It is simply because ln the course of 
the past 314 yean the administration, 
which began with a commitment toward 
the enterprise and an enthusiasm for it, 
changed its position and gradually with¬ 
drew from active participation. In the 
end, In certain way*, it even began to be 
obstructive. 

I regret the senior 8enator from Mary¬ 
land, who shared thla effort with the 
Senator from Kentucky, is not present to 
describe that process o* White Rouse 
meetings which would end with an agree¬ 
ment from the other end of Pennsylvania 
Avenue that they would respond to our 
colleagues’ queries In a week or a week 
and a half. I think a week and a half 
was about the average. 

X see the Senator from Kentucky nod¬ 
ding knowingly. 

Uiutlly, however, after 3 months, in 
answer to an inquiry by the Senator 
from Kentucky, they would say, “Well, 
it will be another week and a half." 

The fact is, howerer, the cooperation 
was withdrawn. 

Thu has ntver been explained. This 
has nevii* even been acknowledged. But 
the reality is here with us, and it Is on* 
to be commented upon and to be regret¬ 
ted. Because, if the administration has 
changed its mind on something so cen¬ 
tral. It Is of elemental importance i.at 
it should expound Its purposes and ex¬ 
plain the change to those who were co¬ 
operating in good faith and with rather 
large expectations. 

X would tike to say. just so there be no 
misunderstanding, that I never ook part 
in these negotiations in the Whit • House. 
They *ere very properly left to the chair¬ 
man of our subcommittee and h i rank¬ 
ing member. It may be I have ,iot ac¬ 
curately reflected the events, although 
I tried to do so. and X do not detect any 
dissent. 

This leads me to another aspect of the 


bill before us, an Incomplete aspect o t 
the work we have so far done, about 
which I would like to take the liberty of 
addressing a question to the chairmen 
of the subcommittee. 

As he will, X think, agree, what w* 
have here Is a codification in law of the 
practice our committee he* followed 
with the administration for the pest 314 
years. X think this accurately reflects 
what we are now doing, as much as can 
be, and I think It reflects the arrange¬ 
ments which we have found ss Os factory 
and which we think, having been tested, 
ln a sense, ean be put into ststutory 
form. 

I would note that there is one addi¬ 
tion to the bill that perhaps was not con¬ 
templated, but which reflects an amend¬ 
ment. if you will, Mr. President, that was 
offered by my good friend, the Senstor 
from Wyoming <Mr. Wsuor). who Is 
also in the Chamber, and at whose sug¬ 
gestion X made an emendation, if that 
Is not too obscure a term for purposes of 
being more explicit. Ln paragraph 3 of 
section 301(a) (c), the Director of the 
Central Intelligence and the heads of all 
Departments and Agencies are required 
not only to report ln a timely fashion to 
the select committee* on any illegal In¬ 
telligence activities which may have oc¬ 
curred. but also on any significant in¬ 
telligence failures and any corrective ac¬ 
tion that may have been taken which 
Is planned In connection with them. 

That change, that addition, reflects 
a concern which I think has been rising 
within our committee but which ha* 
not been much spoken about in public, 
which ts that the first function of the 
Intelligence community Is to provide 
high quality intelligence, and that the 
first oversight responsibility of the Intel¬ 
ligence Committees of the Congress is 
to insure as much as possible that this 
Is done or to And out If it Is not. 

A second responsibility is to Insure 
that the rtthvi of Americans are not 
violated ln tfu com** the perform¬ 
ance of this activity. That Is not a lesser 
responsibility, but It Is simply on# which. 
Ln logic, follows from the first. Absent 
an intelligence activity, there are not 
likely to be abuses of It. It was this sec¬ 
ond concern that brought forward the 
Church committee, as it Ls known, and 
led to th# creation of the present 
committee. 

But we must not forget our first 
responsibility, which the chairman of 
the subcommittee pointed to It In his 
opening remarks. This is a matter which 
gives all of us increasing concern. It 
certainly gives me increasing concern. 

Xt manifests Itself In several ways 
First of all, I detect in the executive 
branch, and X do not ask anybody to 
share this Judgment, an unconcern with 
the security of the information produced 
by the Intelligence community which 
verges on disdain and can only, in fact, 
reject an underlying feeling that the 
quality 1* not worth protecting, that the 
product Is not good enough to matter. 
There has been a very great deal of talk 
about the problem of the Hughej-Ryan 
legislation, with its eight committees, 
their multiple membership, and the 
problems of security. 
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Tint U not the main security problem 
to our intelligence community. It may 
bare Incidentally created some such 
problems; I cannot speak to the matter. I 
know of no such problems emerging 
from the Senate committee In my 3*4 
years. The problem. Mr. President. Is the 
deliberate making public through the 
media of Intelligence Information for 
the particular political purposes of 
incdmbent administration officials. They 
are not necessarily the same purposes. 
They can be conAlctlng purposes. Char¬ 
acteristically. they are. 

Not many days ago, Mr. President. Z 
undertook what. In other circumstance*, 
might be the unusual act of introduclnf 
the national intelligence estimate on 
Soviet strategic weapons into the Con- 
ci tan on aj. Ricoas. This Is the most 
sensitive of the annual collection of esti¬ 
mates that we make. 

Obviously. I did not introduce it ver¬ 
batim or anything of the kind, even 
though that Information will become 
available to us In the Intelligence Com¬ 
mittees. Z think probably it has already 
arrived and any of us can read it. Once 
we read It. we would be bound not to 
discuss it. Anticipating the debate to this 
point. I simply put into the Cojrcsts- 
sional Record the official reports on what 
was In the Intelligence estimate as they 
appeared seriatim In the Washington 
press by one administration official or 
the other. Then, in an act of parochial¬ 
ism to which I think we are all given In 
this body, Z turned, at last, to the most 
authoritative formulation. 

The Washington Post on the 31st of 
January, had "Intelligence Estimate 
Said to Show Need for SALT.” a fine 
article by Mr. Oetler and Mr. Kaiser, 
attributing the information to "some 
Government officials who support SALT." 

Then In May, there was an article by 
Mr. Oetler. again a very fine one, quot¬ 
ing "administration sources." In one 
place, it quotes "administration sources'' 
and In another, "CIA officials" and 
"Pentagon sources," again it told us yet 
more of what the intelligence estimate 
says. 

Mr Richard Burt—not meaning to 
suggest anything but the highest quallA* 
cation for other Journalists Involved, but 
he is. after all. the senior man arourd 
here—Anally decided to straighten it all 
out and get straight in the newspaper of 
record (the New York Times) Just what 
the Intelligence estimate was. He, of 
course, quoted "Carter administration 
aides." 

It is not unimportant that this should 
happen, and it suggests a lack of concern 
for the protection of the Intelligence esti¬ 
mate. There is no more serious effort the 
community makes than the collecting 
of this information and preparing the 
estimate for the President. If the Presi¬ 
dent's aides hand It out. what must they 
feet about it and what must be the worth 
of the people who try to do It? 

I even suggested on that occasion, May 
16, that perhaps there was no cure for 
this until the day came when a Director 
of the Central Intelligence walked Into 
the Oval Office and said: 

Mr. Pr**id«at. I resign. I want that fel¬ 
low's tars, or you wui hat* my resignation. 


That has not happened yet. It ought 
to. 

What brings me to the point Is simply 
this. I hope that as we move to the next 
period of activity, we do direct ourselves 
aa best ws can to the question of the 
performance or the Intelligence commu¬ 
nity. This is a very difficult thing to as¬ 
sets I do not know that It has ever been 
attempted. 

I think all credit ought to be given to 
Mr. Oeort* Bush, who, as Director of the 
CIA. had the good rrace to accept the 
very inspired thought of Mr. Leo Cheme, 
who was then on the President's Foreign 
Intelligence Advisory Board, that an ad¬ 
versary system be developed to test and 
argue concepts. 

We had better address ourselves to this 
or our work wiu soon have an imbalance 
that will Justify criticism. 

We are trying to do something with¬ 
out precedent in the experience of Gov¬ 
ernment. which Is to conduct publicly a 
secret activity. This Is not beyond the wit 
of this democracy. I think we art doing 
so. and doing so well. But it should not 
be lost to us that the first task of Intelli¬ 
gence la to produce information In cir¬ 
cumstances of incomplete access and In¬ 
complete knowledge. 

That task will persist and It will per¬ 
sist well beyond our efforts to Insure 
that, in the course of it, we do not abuse 
power. 

I simply would like to conclude my 
first remarks by asking the chairman If 
I am not correct in my understanding 
that we do mean. In the next Congrtss 
or possibly sooner, to take a very sue- 
talned look into the question of how ef¬ 
fective our present performance is. If the 
ranking member wishes to speak on that 
point as well, I should be heppy to hear 
him too. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. I am happy to re¬ 
spond to that. It has been a subject of 
some discussion among Members Indi¬ 
vidually and among the committee Itself. 

There ts no question that will be a 
major thrust, in my Judgment. 

I do not know whether I will be on the 
committee, but that will be a major 
thrust in the committee's activities in fu¬ 
ture months. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr President, l ap¬ 
preciate hearing that. I cannot overesti¬ 
mate its Importance. I thank my friend 
from Kentucky. 

Mr. President, there Is every reason to 
believe we have here a serlosuly injured 
institution, a hurt institution, an insti¬ 
tution for which problems of morale and 
recruitment are difficult, an institution 
which lives in an adversary relationship 
It has not sought with a significant seg¬ 
ment of our community, an Institution 
profoundly different from what It once 
was. 

We are engaged in this debate today, 
because this particular institution grew 
out of a very smell coordinating agency 
contemplated by the National Security 
Act of 1947. 

As members of the committee know, 
the statutory basis of the present sgency 
Is Are paragraphs In the National Secu¬ 
rity Act of 1947. 

The defense of the world led to a very 


different evaluation than was contem¬ 
plated, and It Is long past time a statu¬ 
tory basis was provided. 

But as little as we can remember back 
to the origins of the agency and the in¬ 
stitution. neither, it seems to me, do we 
recall the elan, the morale, the prestige, 
the support that this activity had. This 
was the kind of morale and tAe kind of 
support that did not make secrecy a 
problem because secrecy, where necee- 
sary, was a matter of pride and a matter 
of morale and was sustained. 

The hemorrhaging of information In 
recent decades is a symptom of an insti¬ 
tutional difficulty which we ignors at our 
peril, and an indulgence which some per¬ 
mit themselves. No Member of this body 
has done this, but there are persons, it 
seems to me, In this Nation that have 
done it. and we have to recognise that 
reality. 

So it Is to the question of performance 
as well as to the protection of the rights 
of American citizen* that we now turn, 
having done a significant and Impor¬ 
tant piece of beginning work, having 
laid the foundation of congreaalonal 
oversight, upon which that subsequent 
inquiry Into performance and the protec¬ 
tion of the rights of American citizens 
can be based. 

So. Mr. President, once again I thank 
the Senator for the opportunity of work¬ 
ing with him for these 3 ‘i years, for the 
forbearance and patience on his part 
which might not have been expected of a 
man from Kentucky, and this which Is 
perhaps ail the more to be praised when 
encountered. 

I thank the Chair. 

Mr. LEAHY addressed the Chair. 

The ACTINO PRESIDENT pro 

tempore. The Senator from Vermont. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President. I yield to 
the Senator from Kentucky without los¬ 
ing my right to the floor. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President. I 
ask for the yeas and nays on Anal pas¬ 
sage. 

The ACTINO PRESIDENT pro 
tempore. Is there a sufficient second? 
There is a sufficient second 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, as the 
Senator from Vermont. I add, as has 
been said by many here, my praise, the 
praise felt in a bipartisan fashion for 
both the chairman of our committee 
(Mr. Bath) and the vice chairman of 
our committee (Mr. Ooldwatxi). 

I think It ts an example of the biparti¬ 
san esteem felt for both of them that we 
have a piece of legislation before the 
Senate with such unanimity. But I think 
this committee, perhape. brings out the 
best In people. 

It has been stated by others far better 
than I. the example set by the first 
chairman of the committee (Mr 
Ihootd In establishing credibility, ex¬ 
cellence. and the strictest of competence 
in that committee 

This has been reflected in the hours 
and hours, weeks and months of work by 
the Senator from Kentucky in putting 
together an extremely Important piece 
of legislation.; 

Mr. President. I rise to express a deep 
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Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESEDtNO OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

Mr. MATHIAS. I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection 
Is heard. The clerk will continue the 
of the roll. 

The bill clerk continued with the e 
of the roll. 

(Mr. HART assumed the chair.) 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. Presides 
ask unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDINQ OFFICER. Without 
objection, it Is so ordered. 


PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, X 
ask unanimous consent that the follow* 
tag staff members from the Senate in¬ 
telligence Committee staff be granted 
floor privileges during consideration of 
the conference report on 3. 2591: 

William O. Miller, Dennis P. Sharon. 
Danny Childs, Ted Ralston, Edward Le- 
vine, John Elllff, Keith Raffel, Thomas 
Crowley, James Roche, and Spencer 
Davis. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it Is so ordered. 


( INTELLIGENCE AUTHORIZATION J 
ACT—CONFERENCE REPORT f 
Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, r 
submit a report of the committee of con* 
ference on S. 2591, and ask for Its Im¬ 
mediate consideration. 

The PRE8IDINO OFFICER. The re¬ 
port will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

The eoaamitu* of eoaftrsDes on the 41s- 
efTMiag vote* of tfa* two Roues* oo the 
uaendmsots of tbs Rouse to the bill («, 
WOT) to authorise appropriations for dscal 


year 1M1 for latetagenoe sctirttlee of the 
Doited States Ooveroneat. the lotslilgsooe 
Oomauoity Stiff, the C.*atr*j mtsllifsaos 
Agency Retirement sad Disability System, 
and for other p ur po ses, having met. after 
full and free oonfsrence, have agreed to reo- 
oounead and do recommend to their 
respective Scum* this report, signed by a 
majority of the conferee*. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Without 
objectlo the Senate will proceed to the 
consldertuoQ of the conference report. 

(The conference report win be printed 
in the proceedings of the House ot 
Reorseentatlvee.) 

m7hUDDLE 8TON. Mr. President, In¬ 
cluded ta the Intelligence authorisation 
bill Is in amendment containing the 
complete text of 8.2214, the Intelligence 
Oversight Act of 1980. The Senate passed 
S. 2384 as a separate measure by a rote 
of 89 to I oo June S of this year. The 
mechanism envisioned by the bm end 
the amendment will insure proper con¬ 
gressional oversight of intelligence ac¬ 
tivities. The heads ot the Intelligence 
agencies are to keep the two Intelligence 
Commltteee fully and currently in¬ 
formed, provide full access to Informa¬ 
tion, and report significant activities be¬ 
fore their Initiation. Of course, the Intel¬ 
ligence commltteee are explicitly given 
the duty of keeping other committees In 
the two Houses of Congress informed on 
telligence activities that fall within 
dr Jurisdiction. 

rhe amendment also alter* the re- 
lirtmerits of the Kughes-Ryan amend¬ 
ment on prior notice of covert operations. 
Rather than reporting CIA operations 
abroad to seven "appropriate'’ commlt¬ 
teee In a timely fashion, under the 
amendment in this bill the President will 
give prior notice of such operations only 
to the two Intelligence committees. 

It Is not my Intention to discuss In de¬ 
tail the various provisions of this amend¬ 
ment. The XntelUf ence Committee report 
on 8. 2284. and the floor debate on June 
3, Including the colloquy between Sen¬ 
ator JAvrrs and myself, all of which 
should be regarded as part of the legisla¬ 
tive history of this amendment, have 
dealt with Its meaning in detail. The 
amendment envisions a partnership be¬ 
tween the two branches of Government 
In exercising responsibility for Intelli¬ 
gence activities. Specific responsibilities 
ere placed on both branches. The execu¬ 
tive branch has the duty to provide in¬ 
formation to the two Intelligence Com¬ 
mittees. At the tame time, the Intelli¬ 
gence Committees* have a duty—which 
they share with the executive branch—to 
protect sources and methods from un¬ 
authorised disclosure. An amendment of¬ 
fered by the Rouse In conference makes 
clear that the commltteee are not to be 
denied Information by the executive 
branch on the grounds that giving them 
Information would be unauthorised dis¬ 
closure. 

Without doubt, passing a statutory 
framework for congressional oversight 
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into law is a historic step, it is the result 
of a long process encompassing ecus Usee 
negotiating sessions. 

In working out the delicate compro¬ 
mise which sets forth the duties and 
authority of both branches In the am 
of intelligence activities, the executive, 
branch should be commended. I know 
that this issue has had the persdul 
attention of both the President and Vice 
President This bQl has evolved under 
the guidance of the two chairmen of the 
Senate Intelligence Committee, my col¬ 
league from Hawaii, Duma K. Ivotm. 
and my colleague from Indiana. Btxca 
Sat*, without whoee judgment and polit¬ 
ical skin this plan for statutory congres¬ 
sional oversight would never have been 
brought to a successful conclusion. 

Other Senators, Including my friend 
from Ariaona (Senator Ool* watts), 
from Utah (Senator Gaxv), from Dela¬ 
ware (Senator Bxbkw). from New Tort 
(Senator MoYvnux), from Vermont 
( Sen ato r Imamt) , from In dia n a (Senator 
Lucas) , and my adeemed colleague from 
Maryland, Ckjjoxs McC. Matxxas, the 
rice chairman of the Subcommittee oo 
Charters and Guidelines, have had a 
major role In shaping this legislation. 
Our colleagues from the other aide of 
Capitol EOU. including Mr. Zaslocxx. the 
chairman of the Foreign Affair* Com¬ 
mittee, Mr. Bolakb, the chairman of the 
House Intelligence Committee and Mr. 
Rcsoraow. the ranking member of the 
House Intelligence Committee, also 
deserve no small part of the credit for 
passage of this bUL 
Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, the 
oversight provisions contained in the bill 
before the Senate mark the culmination 
of a remarkable effort to restore consti¬ 
tutional balance to our system of Gov¬ 
ernment. In the aftermath of the Sec¬ 
ond World War, the United States as¬ 
sumed world leadership and had to act 
In ways and In areas of governmental ac¬ 
tivity that our Founding rather* had 
never contemplated. That created strata* 
on the constitutional syitem of Govern¬ 
ment that were unique In our history* 
What has been achieved today marks * 
restoration of constitutional checks end 
balances In the area of secret Govern¬ 
ment activities. What the Senate ap¬ 
proves today Is, In essence, a consensus 
between the legislative and executive 
branch of how the secret activities of the 
United States are to be governed. 

What we have constructed are under¬ 
standings and procedures which respect 
the constitutional authorities, duties, and 
prerogatives of both branches. The pro¬ 
visions we have written provide e frame¬ 
work of shared responsibilities foe the 
intelligence activities of the United 
8tales based upon a recognition that only 
with full information can these vital in¬ 
struments of power be governed. But *e 
have done so In such a way that reepecu 
duties and authorities of both branches- 
A heavy burden has been placed on 
the oversight committees to Insure that 
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secret activities are governed in accord- 
I ' with the Constitution and the lav. 

Oy important, the provlalona ve en¬ 
act today glre the power Decenary to do 
the task effectively. The combination of 
fully empowered oversight committee*, 
and carefully drawn internal guidelines 
can serve as an appropriate constitu¬ 
tional means of Government, in 
coming years. It mfj be necessary to en¬ 
act a charter or statutory framework for 
the activities of the intelligence agen¬ 
cies. It may be that consensus on char¬ 
ters win not be arrived at for some time, 
but there Is no question that what has 
been established today has given the Na¬ 
tion the capacity to have an effective In¬ 
telligence system within the Constitu¬ 
tion and the law. 

This has been a very difficult, compli¬ 
cated process, but it has had the support 
of the Carter administration and the 
predecessor Ford administration. The 
leadership of the Senate has supported 
this activity In the best spirit of bipar¬ 
tisanship. The President, the Vice Presi¬ 
dent and their chief advisers have 
worked closely with the Senate Select 
Committee on Intelligence to achieve 
this restoration of checks and balances 
and shared responsibility. Without that 
desire to arrive at a consensus of 
shared responsibility, this bin would not 
have been possible. We owe special 
thanks to the chairman of the Subcom¬ 
mittee on Charters and Ou'del'ne*. of 
v tch I have the honor to be the vice 
lrman. Senator Hvsdlksto*. with 
. .deuce and diligence has spent untold 
hours to bring this bill to its successful 
conclusion. The country owes him its 
gratitude. 

I want also to commend my two chair¬ 
men who have guided the way. Senator 
Ixotrvs, our first chairman, and the pres¬ 
ent chairman, Senator Bath. I also 
want to thank Senator Barit Goldwa- 
tti. the vice chairman who has encour¬ 
aged this effort. 


Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, I 
thank the distinguished Senator from 
Maryland, 

• Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, today's vote 
on the conference report to S. 2597 
marks the end of an effort begun 5 years 
Mo when the Senate received a recom¬ 
mendation in the final report from the 
Church committee that a fully empow¬ 
ered oversight committee be created. 
The recommendation made 5 years ago 
*aa that effective oversight would re¬ 
quire fun access to information, effective 
monitoring of all the activities of the In- 
telligence agencies, vigorous annual au¬ 
thorisation procedures, and the formula- 
won of a competent, professional, non- 
PMUsaa staff to assist the committee. 
With the passage of thU bill today, and 
Particularly the provisions which contain 
we procedures for Senate oversight pre¬ 
viously passed by the 8enate on June 3, 
In 8. 22*4. all of these objectives 
its been achieved. 


This Is the fourth annual authorisa¬ 
tion bill for the Intelligence activities of 
g* States. The committee, 

through this action, has sought to 
!,5* , }*th en all areas of Intelligence ac¬ 
uities through the allocation of funds 
*ad general policy guidance for the use 


of these funds. It is our view that the 
work of the committee in this ares has, 
in fact, strengthened the Intelligence 
capabilities of the United Sts tea. 

I wish to commend Senator Dorm K. 
Imocts, the first chairman of the full 
committee and presently the chairman 
of the Budget Subcommittee, for the 
leadership and wisdom be has given to 
his colleagues. The procedures he estab¬ 
lished over the past 4 yean have proven 
to be an effective guide for those who 
follow. 

The ovenlght provisions of the au¬ 
thorisation bill are of great significance. 
They are based on 4 yean of difficult 
negotiation with the intelligence agen¬ 
cies, the House of Representatives, and 
the President, Vice President and his 
chief advisers. Ws have agreed upon a 
formula which we believe serves the 
duties of both branches, and fully re¬ 
spects the constitutional authorities and 
duties of both branches. The procedure* 
contained in the oversight provisions are 
based on the practical experience of the 
past 4 yean. They are predicated on the 
guidelines set forth In Senate Resolution 
400, which have been in force since 1976, 
and Executive Order 12036. 

Access to information and the power 
of the purse are the bedrock of *n effec¬ 
tive ovenlght system. The underlying In¬ 
tention of these provisions is that all the 
information that the oversight commit¬ 
tee requires will be provided when the 
committees require It and In the detail 
that the particular occasion demands. 
There Is, however, a recognition of the 
authorities and duties of both the Con¬ 
gress and the executive branch, includ¬ 
ing the constitutional authorities of each 
branch. There Is further a duty on the 
part of both branches to Insure that in¬ 
telligence information is handled with 
care and discretion so that the Interests 
of the United States are protected. 

The process by which these oversight 
provisions have been developed Is, In my 
view, the only way that such a consensus 
could have been reached. The President, 
the Vice President and their chief ad¬ 
visers, the Intelligence agencies and the 
legislature all recognised the necessity 
to work together, to respect each other's 
duties, authorities and prerogatives in 
developing agreed upon procedures. 
Neither branch was asked to give up any 
powers. Rather, the guiding principle 
was to establish procedures by which 
both branches could carry out their 
separate and joint responsibilities. 

The procedures of the oversight pro¬ 
visions concern four ways by which the 
oversight committees will receive and 
use Information. The first Is an obliga¬ 
tion on the executive branch to keep the 
select committees on Intelligence fully 
and current!: informed of all intelli¬ 
gence aclritles. This pi seel upon the in¬ 
telligence agencies the obligation to tell 
the intelligence committees those things 
which in their Judgment are of impor¬ 
tance, current interest, and useful to 
policymakers and to bring this Informa¬ 
tion to ths attention of tht committees 
in a reasonably timely fashion. 

Second, the Intelligence agencies are 
required to provide advance information 
on significant anticipated activities such 


as covert operations and other Intelli¬ 
gence activities specified by the intelli¬ 
gence committees in consultation with 
the executive brvnch. Third. In order to 
carry out Inquires which arise from time 
to time, the InU’ligeace agencies ars to 
furnish any IniormstJon or material 
concerning in telligence activities that 
are requested by the oversight commit¬ 
tees. Finally, they are to provide timely 
reports on any lUet si activities or signifi¬ 
cant intelligence failures. What Is em¬ 
bodied in these provisions Is the essence 
of the practices and procedures thst we 
hsve developed over the past 4 years. 

There has been concern that a full 
charter has not been enacted this year. 
Until a comprehensive charter is en¬ 
acted. these oversight procedures must 
serve as the principal means of govern¬ 
ing the intelligence activities of the 
United States in oxnblnation with 
guidelines provided by the Attorney Gen¬ 
eral. the Director of Cec tral Intelligence, 
and the intelligence agency heads. Effec¬ 
tive oversight that will assure that the 
intelligence activities of the United 
States serve both the foreign policy and 
defense needs of the country and do 
so within the limits of the taw is now 
a major burden of the intelligence over¬ 
sight committees. The committees now 
hsv* the full means to carry out this 
task. 

Senator Dti Hcodlsstoh deserves the 
special thanks of the committee, the 
Senate and the country for his devoted 
leadership In bringing the oversight 
provisions to enactment. He and his sub¬ 
committee vice chairman. Sens tot 
Chaju.rs McC. Mathias, have worked 
since 1975 as members of the Church 
committee and as the chairman and 
vice chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Charters and Guidelines to write over¬ 
sight provisions thst would have a broad 
consensus in the legislative and execu¬ 
tive branches. They deserve our grati¬ 
tude for achieving success in this very 
difficult task. They have spent hundreds 
of hours in negotiations. They have led 
us In doeens of discussions with the 
President, Vice President and other of¬ 
ficials In the executive branch repeat¬ 
edly over the past 4 years and have done 
so with patience and determination. 

And finally, I want to take this occa¬ 
sion to express my gratitude to the vice 
chairman of the Select Committee on 
Intelligence, my good friend. Senator 
Baisy Goldwatxr. I have been very for¬ 
tunate to have been able Vo work with 
Senator Oolowattr over the 4 years that 
the Select Committee on Intelligence 
has been In existence. Tor the past 2 
years we have shared the burden of the 
leadership of the committee's activities. 
I want to say that Ms advice and counsel 
have served the committee and the Sen¬ 
ate well. With hli help we have been able 
to conduct the committee's work in a 
spirit of non partisanship. The important 
work of the committee requires no less. 
Senator Ocldwatxi's commitment to 
making the Select Committee on Intel¬ 
ligence an effective Instrument of over¬ 
sight of the Nation's lnt4llgeuce activi¬ 
ties has been a major reason why the 
com mi. tee has been successful thus far 
In carrying out Its mandate. 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


September 19 , 1980 


HU lont experience In the Govern¬ 
ment of the United States has been an 
-invaluable help. His unfailing good 
\umor has lightened many occasions 
.hat were very difficult Indeed. X know 
all the members of the committee would 
agree with me that we have been very 
forti nate to have Baut as vice chair- 
mar. Speaking personally, our frtend- 
shU has deepened even though we may 
approach some Issues from very differ¬ 
ent perspective. In these overriding 
matters of vital importance to the se- 

\ curity of our country. I could ask for 
no firmer colleague.# 

• Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, the In¬ 
telligence Oversight Act of 1980. which 
has been approved In conference as an 
amendment to the intelligence author¬ 
ization bill, will. I am sure, become 
known as “the Huddleston amendment," 
In recognition of Senator Dtz Huddle¬ 
ston's tireless and effective leadership 
since 1978 In guiding this landmark leg¬ 
islation through Congress. Along with 
the rest of the Select.Committee on In¬ 
telligence. I salute Dct Huddleston for 
his unflagging efforts and congratulate 
him on this Important accomplishment. 

The Huddleston amendment will make 
the intelligence community function 
more efficiently and securely by repeal¬ 
ing Hughes-Ry&n and reducing report¬ 
ing of intelligence activities to two com¬ 
mittees Instead of eight. In addition, this 
legislation continues the significant con¬ 
sultative role of the intelligence over¬ 
sight committees of Congress by requir- 
] advance notice of significant intel- 
•ence activities and access to all In¬ 
formation. 

The Huddleston amendment also pro¬ 
vides for a more ‘ limited prior notice" in 
those cases in which the President de¬ 
termines it Is essential to limit prior no¬ 
tice to meet extraordinary circumstances 
affecting the vital Interests of the United 
States. Por these cases, the President 
shall limit prior notice to the chairmen 
and ranking minority members of the 
House Permanent Select Committee and 
the Senate Select Committee on Intel¬ 
ligence, the Speaker and the minority 
leader of the House of Representatives, 
and the majority and minority leaders of 
the Senate. 

The purpose of this limited prior no¬ 
tice In extraordinary circumstances is 
to preserve the secrecy necessary for 
very sensitive cases while providing the 
President with advance consultation 
with the leaders In Congress and the 
chairman and ranking minority mem¬ 
bers who have special expertise and re¬ 
sponsibility in intelligence matters. Such 
consultation will Insure strong oversight, 

> and at the same time share the Presi¬ 
dent's burden on difficult decisions con¬ 
cerning significant activities. Because the 
limited prior notice provision preserves 
the secrecy necessary for very sensitive 
cases, X am of the firm belief that the 
time the President has the con- 
tlonal authority to withhold prior 

I .^e to the Intelligence committees 
would be In matters of extreme exigency.-' 
In my experience as chairman of the 
Intelligence Committee and as a con¬ 
tinuing member of that committee, and 


alter 4 years of reviewing the covert w St*v*©«. Ur Hdmfhut, Mr. Town, Mr 
operations of our Intelligence system. JL * lu t> * 1 * . Mr. Rattou. and Mr. l*uit pro- 
- rfH Of an y c£ * n un P rljlte<1 Amendment numbered 

_ _ _ the withholding of* 

hottee iKSgl when the Katie* le* Mr. CRANSTON. X ask unanimous 
attack and the President hae ne consent that further reading be dls- 
> conenH with Coogrees before re- pensed with. 

to save the country e The PRESIDINO OFFICER. Wlthouf 


Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, X 
I move the adoption of the conference 
report. 

The PRESIDINO OFFICER. The ques¬ 
tion is on agreeing to the conference 
report 

The conference report was agreed to. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON Mr. President. I 
move to reconsider the vote by which the 
conference report was agreed to. 

Mr. MATHIAS. X move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

DEPARTMENT OP HOUSING AND 

URBAN DEVELOPMENT-INDE¬ 
PENDENT AGENCIES APPROPRIA¬ 
TIONS, 1981 

The Senate continued with the con¬ 
sideration of the bill (HR. 7831). 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President. I ask 
unanimous consent that I may send to 
the desk for consideration an amend¬ 
ment relating to veterans’ matters. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. MATHIAS. Reserving the right to 
object. Mr. President, the Senator from 
California wishes to lay aside the 
Tsongas amendment temporarily? 

Mr. CRANSTON. Yes, I would. 

Mr. MATHIAS. The Tsongas amend¬ 
ment would then become the Immediate¬ 
ly pending business upon the completion 
of the Cranston amendment. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Actually, X have two 
amendments, both relating to veterans* 
matters, and then we would return to 
the Tsongas amendment. 

Mr. MATHIAS. The unanimous-con¬ 
sent request is that the Tsongas amend¬ 
ment be temporarily laid aside until both 
Cranston amendments are completed. 
Would It then be the Intention of the 
Senator from California to put In a 
quorum call at that point? 

Mr. CRANSTON. Yea. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Under those condi¬ 
tions. Mr. President. I have no objec¬ 
tion. 

The PRESIDINO OFFICER. Without 
objection. It Is so ordered. 


VP A MIND MINT NO 

(Purpose: To increase by S3! 7 million tbs 
Veterans* Administration medical cart ac¬ 
count to provide funding for 1.000 sddl- 
tlonal direct health-care personnel and 
for 900.000 additional outpatient visits) 
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President. I send 
rvt amendment to the desk and ask for 
Its Immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDINO OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

The Senator from California (Mr Ciaw- 
•ton) tor himself, Mr. Simpson, Mr. Tat- 
madcs. Mr Randoith. Mr Stonc. Mr. Dva- 
KIN. Mr Maticnaoa, Mr. Tmuimono, Mr. 


objection, it Is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

On p»g* 34, line 9. strike out "13 953.- 
238.000" and insert In lieu thereof S3 >8*.* 
934.000". 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President I have 
called up this amendment on behalf of 
myself and all of the other members of 
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs, 
Senator Simpson, Senator Talmadgi, 
Senator Randolph, Senator Thurmond, 
Senator Staitoid, Senator Stone. Sena¬ 
tor Down. Senator Matsunaga. and 
Senator Hcmphut— as well as Senators 
Towta, Williams. Katvuld. and Iaxalt. 

As chairman of the Committee on Vet¬ 
erans’ Affairs. I urge my colleagues to 
support this amendment to provide an 
Increase of 131,7 million In fiscal year 
1981 appropriations for the Veterans’ 
Administration medical care account 
This additional funding which can be 
provided without exceeding the targets 
in the first concurrent resolution on the 
fiscal year 1981 budget for function 700- 
veterans' benefits and services—would 
provide S21 1 million for an additional 
1.000 badly needed direct patient-care, 
full-time employee equivalents and 110 8 
million to restore funding for 500,000 
outpatient visits that was cut on the as¬ 
sumption that non-service-connected 
disabled military retirees would be er- 
cluded from VA outpatient health-care 
services during fiscal year 1981. 

Mr. President this amendment Is sup¬ 
ported by the American Legion, the Vet¬ 
erans of Foreign Wars, the Disabled 
American Veterans, and the Paralyzed 
Veterans of America. I ask unanimous 
consent that the letters X received from 
those organizations In support of this 
amendment be printed at this point in 
the Record. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed In the Record, 
as follows: 

Txi Amiwican Licrow. 

Washington, DC. September /J, tttO. 

Dkaa Scnatoi: This it to advise you of Ths 
American Legion's support for two amend¬ 
ment* to H a 7631. the FT I9S1 HUD-In- 
dependent Agencies Appropriation* Act 
These propoasl* are the product of delibera¬ 
tion* within the Senftte Committee on Vet- « 
• ran* Affair* and they have been unani¬ 
mously endorsed by the membership of tbst 
Committee. 

The first of these smendminti would de¬ 
lete from HR. 7631 a rider prohibiting ths 
expenditure or FT 1461 fundi for Gl B* 11 
flight training benefit*. We feel itrongiy that 
these benefits ahould be continued for those 
veteran* who seriously pursue flight careers 
In f act. the Senate registered It* eupport for 
the concept of thie program earlier in 
year by approving language In HR. 9364 de¬ 
signed to eliminate a recurrence of P*** 
abuse*. 

The second amendment wfuld increase 
the VA medics! cart account t>y 8317 mil¬ 
lion for the purpose of providing additional 
direct patient care personnel and restoring 
funds for soma 500.000 out patient visits- The 
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Exhibit EM-12 

UNKNOWN SUBJECTS; POSSIBLE.NEUTRALITY VIOLATION 
CONCERNING A C-123 AIRCRAFT SHOT DOWN BY 
NICARAGUAN MILITARY FORCES, OCTOBER 7, 1986; 
NEUTRALITY ACT - NICARAGUA 


SOUTHERN AIR TRANSPORT 

DETAIL? 


On October 8, 1986, FBI Miami initiated a preliminary 
inquiry into the crash of a C-123 aircraft in Nicaragua. This 
inquiry was initiated based on news media accounts concerning the 
circumstances of the crash. 

While attending the International Association of Chiefs 
of Police Convention on October 8, 1986, Executive Assistant 
Director (EAD) Oliver B. Revell was telephonically contacted by 
Lieutenant Colonel Oliver North, National Security Council, and 
advised that a civilian aircraft, a C-123, crashed in Nicaragua. 
North also advised that FBI Aqents were reported to have visited 
the offices of the Southern Air Transport (SAT) Company in Miami, 
Florida, in conjunction with this crash that day. North 
indicated that although he knew nothing of SAT being involved in 
any illegal activities, he was concerned that the FBI Agents 
conducting investigation at SAT miaht inadvertently discover that 
SAT was involved in authorized activity in regard to the 
Presidentially authorized initiative that Revell was privy to. 
North did not request that the investigation be held in abeyance 
nor that the FBI take any specific action but he indicated he 
vaulted to insure that EAD Revell and Director Webster knew that 
the negotiation process was at a very critical stage and that any 
inadvertent disclosure of the involvement of a U.S. company in 
this process could have disastrous results. EAD Revell 
telephonically contacted the Miami Field Office after receiving 
this information from Lieutenant Colonel North, and learned that 
the Miami Field Office had already initiated a preliminary 
inquiry into this matter. EAD Revell instructed the Miami Field 
Office to submit a teletype to FBI Headquarters (FBIHQ) advising 
of the initiation of the inquiry for further dissemination to the 
Department of Justice (DOJ). Miami advised FBIHQ of its 
investigation by teletype dated October 9, 1986, which was 
disseminated to DOJ, Internal Security Section (ISS). 
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On October 10, 1986, Deputy Assistant Attorney General 
Mark Richard met with representatives of FBIHQ in EAD Revell's 
office and set forth specific instructions for the preliminary 
^inquiry. These were included in a teletype to Miami to contact a 
sjjeciflc source to determine the circumstances pertaining to the 
last known departure of the C-123 aircraft which crashed on 
October 7, 1986. Miami was also instructed to identify who was on 
the aircraft, what the aircraft was carrying, and when the 
aircraft had departed the Miami, Florida, area. In addition, 

Miami was instructed to determine any other information pertaining 
to the origination of this flight. Miami was instructed to 
establish the history and ownership of this aircraft and to 
determine flight plans, manifest, and any other pertinent data 
pertaining to the aircraft. Miami was instructed to document the 
basis for information received by the source pertaining to what 
was on the aircraft when it left Miami. Miami was also instructed 
to document any information in the source’s possession pertaining 
to when and where weapons were loaded on the aircraft. 

On October 14, 1986, EAD Revell advised Director 
William H. Webster of the call he received from Lieutenant 
Colonel North and the action taken by the Bureau. 

Between October 10, 1986 and October 30, 1986, FBIHQ 
coordinated information received from the Miami, San Francisco, 
Jacksonville, and Savannah FBI Field Offices. 

On October 30, 1986, Judge Webster received a secure 
telephone call from Associate Attorney General (AAG) Trott, 

AAG Trott had been directed by Attorney General .Meese to ask that 
the FBI suspend for ten days, any non-urgent work in this matter. 
AAG Trott advised that apparently there were some sensitive 
hostage negotiations underway that could possibly be prejudiced. 
Judge Webster coordinated this required delay with Assistant 
Director (AD) Floyd I. Clarke, Criminal Investigative Division. 

AD Clarke contacted Section Chief Steven L. Pomerantz, Terrorism 
Section (TS). It was agreed that this temporary suspension would 
create no problem in the preliminary stages of this investigation 
inasmuch as it was concluded there was no perishable leads that 
would deteriorate during a ten-day Suspension. 

On October 31, 1986, Judge Webster prepared a memorandum 
dated October 31, 1986, captioned "Southern Air Transport." This 
memorandum was directed to AD Clarke and confirmed conversations 
between Judge Webster and AD Clarke, summarizing the conversation 
between AAG Trott and Judge Webster. 
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On November 10, 1986, the Unit Chief, Counterterrorism 
Planning and Special Investigations Unit (CPSIU), telephonically 
contacted the Assistant Section Chief, ISS, Criminal Division 
(CD), DOJ, to confirm the resumption of the preliminary inquiry. 
ISS stated it should be noted that no instructions had been 
received to resume the preliminary inquiry. The CPSIU coordinates 
directly with ISS, CD, all proposed neutrality investigations 
initiated by the FBI. 

On November 12, 1986, Judge Webster placed a telephone 
call to AAG Trott. AAG Trott was not in the office. On 
November 13, 1986, when AAG Trott returned Judge Webster's call, 
they discussed reinstituting the investigation. 

On November 12, 13, and 18, 1986, the CPSIU, TS, 
recontacted ISS, CD, DOJ, determining that no confirmation had 
been received to resume the investigation. 

On November 14, 1986, Lieutenant Colonel North 
telephonically contacted EAD Revell. Lieutenant Colonel North 
advised that he was concerned that the U.S. Customs Service (USCS) 
investigation of Southern Air Transport was going to inadvertently 
disclose the ongoing negotiations situation with Iran. He 
emphasized the negotiations were at a critical stage and lives 
were at stake. North stated that the records subpoenaed by the 
USCS could reveal the involvement of Southern Air Transport in 
carrying out the presidentially approved covert mission to Iran. 
North stated that he was prepared to contact the USCS and ask them 
to hold their investigation on a temporary basis. EAD Revell 
advised Lieutenant Colonel North that he should not contact the 
USCS since this was a criminal justice matter but that he should 
contact AAG Trott who was aware of the hostage situation and would 
be in a better position to evaluate the appropriate course of 
action. Lieutenant Colonel North agreed this would be the 
appropriate course of action. Thereafter, EAD Revell confirmed 
with AAG Trott that Lieutenant Colonel North had, in fact, 
contacted him regarding this matter. 

On November 20, 1986, AAG Trott advised EAD Revell that 
the FBI should resume their preliminary inquiry in this matter and 
complete this inquiry. 
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On November 21, 1986, the CPSIU prepared a communica¬ 
tion, after a detailed review of the case* setting forth specific 
leads per instructions received in the past from DOJ. This 
communication was revised to assure prioritization of leads and 
'after obtaining necessary approvals, was transmitted to the field 
on November 26, 1986. 

On November 26, 1986, this teletype was received by the 
appropriate field offices with instructions to complete investiga¬ 
tion. 


On December 5, 
"Front Door" Special and 


1986, this matter was turned over to the 
the White Collar Crime Section. 


BEST AVAILABLE COPY 
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Exhibit EM-13 


Eongrtiw of ifje ZUniteb £>tatttf 

tioufe "if ferfiriftnUlibt^) 0PB33 I 
Birtmgton, SC 30515 
October IT, l»»6 

S IXHUIT 

The Honorable Edwin Metse 211 j p^Aji 

Attorney General I —- 

D.S. Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Dear Nr. Attorney Generali 

Pursuant to the Ethics in Government Act, 28 U.S.C. Sec, 
591-598, ths undersigned representing * Majority of the 
Democratic members of ths House Committee on ths Judiciary write 
to reguest that ths Department of Justice appoint an independent 
counsel to invssti 9 sts ongoing involvement on ths part of United 
States officials, including Georgs Bush, Willies Casey, Casper W. 
Weinberger, Donald Gregg, Lt« Col. Oliver L. North, Bear Ad®. 

John M. Poindexter, Lt, Gen. Leonard H. Perroots, Vincent M.* 
Cannistraro, and others, with ths Nicsrsgusn rebels, commonly 
known as the contras, that may be in violetion of U.6. lew. 

As you ere aware, these possible violations were brought to 
light lest week when e plane with Americans and possibly 
munitions on board was shot down inside Nicaragua. The lone 
survivor claims to hsvs been working for the Central Intelligence 
Agency and news reports hsva repeatedly linked the other 
Americans on board and those for whom they reportedly work with 
the C.X.A. Administration officials including the Vice 
President's national security advisor have acknowledged ties to 
individuals involved in the aborted operation. The llopango air 
base in El Salvador, from where the flight is alleged to have 
originated, is reportedly financed, travelled, and constantly 
monitored by U.S. intelligence officials. A staff report by 
Senator John Berry this week has chronicled allegations of 
violations of law by Administration officials and American 
mercenerarits involved with the contras in possible violation of 
law have received the open encouragement of the Administration. 

As you are aware, official involvement with the contras 
beyond •intelligence sharing" is strictly prohibited by the 1986 
fiscal year Xntelligenca Authorisation Act (PL-99-105). 

Involvement in unauthorised arms export would violate statutes 
prohibiting their licensed shipment. Administration involvement 
in private citisen violations of the law, including the 
Neutrality Act fXS U.8.C. Sec. 960), would also seem to violate 
criminal lew. Also, the U.8. District Court for the District of ^ 
Northern California held in 1984 that the President is bound by 
the Neutrality Act which he may be violating. •* ' 





l.tt.r to th. Attorney Central 
Oct. 17, 1966 
p«g* 2 


You have, in the past# stated your intentioa to vigorously 
uphold the letter of the law* Tht credibility of the 
Administration In this instanca depends on ita candor and 
adherence to the lav. That la why an independent counsel la 
needed. 








*r 


v 


* 
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Exhibit EM-14 

U.S. Department of Justice 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 


O^ireontwOirtvlw Hu> tmiiuK.DC. KS]S 

. »» 

October 31, 1986 


MEMORANDUM TO MR. CLARKE 
RE: SOUTHERN AIR TRANSPORT 


This confirms my telephone conversation with you 
late yesterday afternoon. Associate Attorney General Stephen 
Trott called on the secure line at the request of the Attorney 
General to ash that we suspend for ten days any non-urgent 
work in the Southern Air Transport Neutrality Act investigation. 
Apparently there are some sensit.*e hostage negotiations now 
under way that could possibly be prejudiced. He emphasized 
that the Attorney General did not want to do anything which 
would wreck the investigation but simply to permit a good climate 
for the negotiations to the extent possible. You informed 
me that we were just at the preliminary stages and that this 
should present no difficulty. , 

I would like to know if these instructions create 
problems for us at any time. 


UMus 

William H. Webster 
Director 


WHW:mfd 
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Exhibit EM-15 


Memorandum 




Independent Counsel Request by Members 
of the House Committee on Judiciaryi 
Aid to Nicaraguan Rebels 




NOV M198$ 

WTW«JCK i GEMcD i RDk % i 


The Attorney Gerneral 


From | 

William r. Weld 


Assistant Attorney General 
Criminal Division 


On October 17, 1986, eleven Democratic members of the House 
Committee on the Judiciary requested you to "appoint an indepen¬ 
dent counsel to investigate ongoing involvement on the part of 
United States officials. Including George Bush, William Casey, 
Casper W. Weinberger, Donald Gregg, Lt. Col. Oliver L. North, 
Rear Adm. John M. Poindexter, Lt. Gen. Leonard H. Peroots, 
Vincent M. Cannistraro, and others, with the Nicaraguan rebels, 
commonly known as the contras* that may be in violation of U.S. 
law." In support of the request, the letter referred to news 
reports of the capture of Eugene Hasenfus in Nicaragua and of 
alleged CIA ties of those Involved. In addition, the letter 
referred to a report prepared by Senator Kerry's staff concerning 
"allegations of violations of law by Administration officials and 
American mercenaries Involved with the contras in possible 
violations of law." 


The Congressmen's letter alleges that the actions reported 
in the media and in Senator Kerry's staff report may violatei 
1) the prohibition in the Intelligence Authorisation Act for 
fiscal 1986 concerning aid to the contrast 2) the Neutrality 
Acts; and 3) the statutes prohibiting unlicensed arms exports. 
We have reviewed two reports by Senator Kerry's staff, which 
further charge that pro-contra groups may be involved in nar¬ 
cotics trafficking and in violations or the Foreign Agents 
Registration Act. (In addition, you should be aware that there 
have been allegations in the media that the Justice Department 
generally has Ignored pro-contra criminal activity and that you 
and former Deputy Attorney General Jensen specifically instructed 
United States Attorney Leon Kellner in Miami to slow down or kill 
an investigation into alleged pro-contra gunrunning. Our Inquiry 
has shown these last allegations to be totally baseless.) 

When an appropriate independent counsel request is made, the 
Attorney General is obliged to decide whether, considering the 
specificity of the information he has received and the credibi¬ 
lity of the sources of that information, there are grounds to 



-investigate criminal conduct by a high laval official covarad by 
tha independent counsal proviaiona of tha Xthica in Govarnmant 
Act, 28 U.S.C. $591-598. (Of tha names mentioned in tha lattar 
of October 17, only tha Vica President, Director Carey, Secretary' 
wbinberger, and Adm. Poindexter appear to be covarad.) On 
receipt of the letter, tha Criminal Dlvialon began a review of 
tha information available from tha Congreaamen, from tha media, 
and from inveatigative files in order to determine whether 
information axiatad that might trigger tha need to conduct a 
"preliminary investigation" into tha conduct of any parsons 
covarad by tha statute. So far, tha material wa have reviewed 
haa not disclosed any credible, specific information concerning 
any violation of law by such a parson. Nevertheless, more 
remains to be dona before wa can state that wa have made a 
thorough review of tha information in tha possession of tha 
Department, tha fBZ, tha Customs Bureau, and others that might be 



Tha indapandant counsal provisions require tha Attorney 
General to provide written notification to tha Judiciary 
Committee of "any action" taken in tha matter. Tha report must 
be made within thirty days of tha receipt of tha request or 
within fifteen days of tha completion of a "preliminary inves 
tlgation," whichever comes later. In this case, thirty days 
will have elapsed from receipt of the Congressmen*s letter on 
November 16, and we have not yet had an opportunity to review all 
the relevant information, including new information promised to 
us by the Congressmen who made the request, in order to recommend 
whether a "preliminary investigation" will be necessary. Accord¬ 
ingly, we hive prepared an interim response for the signature of 
Assistant Attorney General Bolton that reports on the status of 
actions taken to date and promises to report any final decision 
made in the matter. This is similar to the Interim response made 
in the request for an Independent counsel in the CPA matter, and 
will satisfy your notification requirement under the statutes. 

You should note that the Act specifically provides that this 
notification "should not be revealed to any third party" except 
by the Committee. 
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t' $ 0«ptrtm«m of JutiKt 
Otf;v« of (ht Attorney Central 


21 July 19 86• 


Mr. Meese: 


We1coma Back! 

Attached Op-Ed pitca by Evans and Novak 
appaarad in today's Washington Post. 

As you know, Ollia North has baan a soldier 
for savaral Administration policy initiatives, 
perhaps vunarabla to criticism t or getting 
too much out in ffront on certain issues, 
particularly those dealing with Central 
America, but following through on Administra¬ 
tion directions nonetheless. Granted, the 
CSMC is not terribly thrilled with Ollie — 
primarily because he has opted to stay at 
the NSC for so long expressly against USMC 
wishes and because he has taken several 
positions openly counter to DoD and the USMC. 


what is troublesome about the piece, however, 
is the trend line it reflects. While per¬ 
sonalities and issues are intertwined, it is 
personalities which are subsuming the issues 
at NSC often times, i.e. personalities and 
the NSC's organization/power plays are too 
often becoming the issues, rather than the 
issues themselves -- and the debates and 
arguments within the Administration and White 
House are becoming increasingly public vis- 
a-vis the NSC. 
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The Case of Oliver North 

I .-#4 ■ ‘ 


Tfce case of Oiic North pinpoints 
the tramforaaalaor V the National 
Security Council daff under Ada. 
John P eind ex ler from erhiter of later- 
m*r*nigk and control pend lor 
op erati on s to i bfimd ggjrtk 
that aahea fwidnt Reagan victim 
91 rather than matter of the bnrcaucra- 

Cf. 

Marine Lt. CoL Oliver North hae 
been Reagan's eta player mthelom. 
harddruggie tehee? alive the Nica¬ 
raguan contras w hile the llonaeTried 
to wnil her them, Poind ext er. de¬ 
scribed by critke ae "enemy* with 
North's mowin g Came on a staff. 
wants him hoch m the Marines. The 
pretest: to land elf a pddkaly 
drenched Home probe of North as 
Keegan's hiadtar of the centra sc- 
coeni. 

Although seraom enough by itself, 
the imminent loss of North is impor¬ 
tant aa a symbol of the imtddinnil 
degradation of the nore mighty NSC 
datf. It h i ncon co iv a hl c that a Henry 


Kissinger or a Zbigniew firsesmski 
would fire the one member of the 
NSC staff who could beep it—and 
hence the president—in tight control 
of the unfolding contra drama. 

Shedding the once-formidabie pow¬ 
er of the NSC ataff over the leuding 
bureaucracies of State. Defeats and 
the Central IntHhgence Agency b 
what M nda aUr apparently feds is 
eapected of him. Critics inside the 
•dnmmtraiion led that comporU 
with White linear Chief of Staff Don¬ 
ald T. Kenan's wish to he aurrnueded 
by graying jEjj cea o fficials who 
camtai tEfSBTUs 'ounTaiinemscy 
or gain power enough to play to the 
press. 

That may make Poindexter the 
man lor Idm. but an NSC staff infused 
with paoaMty invites lending bureau¬ 
cracies to settle matters by dbotini 
thdr way. individusMy. into the Opal 
Office. There they can argue their 
parochial pokcjf p ref er ences in the 
aheence of an NSC ayntheaae. Aa one 


i- * 
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State DefWtmeot official told us. 
The system works jmt line for (Sec¬ 
retary of State| George Shulls, be¬ 
came the president becomes the vic¬ 
tim of the one who mas him meat. and 
that's our George* 

Pentagon o f fi ci als were surprised 
when dories appeared in the press 
praising Soviet ruler MAhail Gorba¬ 
chev's arms control latter just after it 
arrived in the Oval Office. These 
officia ls knew there kad been no 
NSC-dir ccted interagency discussions 
of Urn arms control proposals and no 
adversarial prnreadiag. Yet here was 
the president pumping out the line 
that Gorbachev's latter contsined 
new and acriom ideas. 

Shdts'a verdict that the new Soviet 


! NSC protection for the president in 

the case of the contras has cease fr om 
the differ earmarked lor ohkviou. 
I Otoe North. Although nothing is yet 
ch is ele d In grande', he it supposed to 
I be replaced by Vince Caenistmo. a 
CIA Central America aperiihd who 
has been on the NSC staff lor two 
years. The switch would fikely send 
North hack to the Marine Corps, 
though he might stay d the NSC with 
his ori gin al counterterrorism assign 

The Home Invedigdors have sent 
a letter to the pi raided ashing lor ad 
contra ilntu m e i U i and papers invofv- 
| mg North. Both Regan and the White 
I Home legal Half have tentatively de- 
I # ddod to invoke eancutive pod ge 


Arms Control and Pi-* 

Agency, the Defame Department or 
the CIA Yet d hoe ho omc the boats 
lor heavy premmrm on Re a g an to 
accept Urn Soviet demand lor a mora¬ 
torium on withdrawing from the Ao- 
U-Bdkdk Miaade Treaty. In the ab¬ 
sence of a well-formulated 
administration policy, the prmMcnf is 
bri ng urged to write Gorbachev a 
letter offering a multiyear ABM ex- 
lemioo that would uuifocate the Stra¬ 
tegic Defense Initiative. 


Pamdpxter ia described by friends 
as' wantiag to dep hack from any 
confrontation, which he says privdely 

beck means getting rid of North. 

Hgj M whd th e CIA wmta. With 
itt mm C—mdiera fiadm the Cen- 
Iral America accmmt in -the White 
Home and the anency n aming the 
operation In Nicaragua^ CIA bege ms- 
I ay over t he dehc ate contra mama 
i w iimf wmdd h e aofid. SnchdaiiP 
| “i» to y to W H«fc_ 
Pentagon and State. 

Consider mg Ronald Keegan's stake 
in the fate of the contras, why would 
Poindexter shift power from hn own 
staff in the person of Ofiie North to 




the CIA? 
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Exhibit EM-20 


Memorandum 



Subject 


Investigation of Southern Air Transport 


Dale 

November 12, 1986 
JLM:TEM:cmc 


To 

William F. Weld 
Assistant Attorney General 
Criminal Division 


From 

John L, Martin, Chief 
Internal Security Section 
Criminal Division 


Attached hereto is a copy of a memorandum, dated October 31, 
1986, from Judge Webster to Assistant Director Floyd Clarke of 
the Bureau's Criminal Investigative Division* Briefly, Judge 
Webster's memorandum advises that in accordance with a request 
from Associate Attorney General Steve Trott, the Bureau was to 
suspend its ongoing investigation of the captioned matter for a 
period of 10 days, because of possible prejudice to "some 
sensitive hostage negotiations."' 

As you know, this matter involves Eugene Hasenfus, the crew 
member of the C123 aircraft shot down over Nicaragua on October 7, 
1986. The Bureau is anxious to resume its investigation, but, 
even though the 10-day period requested by Steve Trott has expired, 
it is unwilling to do so without the Department's approval. 

Unless you advise to the contrary, I intend to advise the 
Bureau that it is free to resume its investigation without 
further delay. 

Attachment 
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er united and committed to this cause, I 
think we represent a powerful force for hu¬ 
manity. And when that happens, there'll be 
no sanctuary on Earth for those who were 
pilfering human dignity and pandering de- 
spaiV. , 

So, Tnv counting on all of you, and I’m 
looking forward to hearing your views now. 
Maybe you’ve heard enough from all of us 
at this side. 

Nott: The President spoke at 1:35 p.m. in 
the Cabinet Room at the White House. 

U.S. Ambassadors to 21 countries at¬ 
tended the 2-day conference, which was 
held at the White House. 


Iran-United States Relations 


Address to the Nation. November 13, 1986 


Cood evening. 

I know you’ve been reading, seeing, and 
hearing a lot of stories the past several days 
attributed to Danish sailors, unnamed ob¬ 
servers at Italian ports and Spanish harbors, 
and especially unnamed government offi¬ 
cials of my administration. Well, now you’re 
going to hear the facts from a White House 
source, and you know my name. 

I wanted this time to talk with you about 
an extremely sensitive and profoundly im¬ 
portant matter of foreign policy. For 18 
months now we have had underway a 
secret diplomatic initiative to Iran. That ini¬ 
tiative was undertaken for the simplest and 
best of reasons: to renew a relationship with 
the nation of Iran, to bring an honorable 
end to the bloody 6-year war between Iran 
and Iraq, to eliminate state-sponsored ter¬ 
rorism and subversion, and to effect the 
safe return of all hostages. Without Iran's 
cooperation, we cannot bring an end to the 
Persian Gulf war; without Iran’s concur¬ 
rence, there can be no enduring peace in 
the Middle East. 

For 10 days now, the American and 
world press have been full of reports and 
rumors about this initiative and these objec¬ 
tives. Now, my fellow Americans, there’s an 
old saying that nothing spreads so quickly as 
a rumor. So, I thought it was time to speak 


with you directly, to tell you firsthand about 
our dealings with Iran. As Will Rogers once 
said, ‘Rumor travels faster, but it don't stay 
put as long as truth." So, let's get to the 
facts. 

The charge has been made that tie 
United States has shipped, weapons to hap 
a* rmmm p a yment far the release of Ame# 
lean Hostage* in Lebanon, that the United 
States undercut its allies and secretly violat¬ 
ed American policy against trafficking widi 
terrorists. Those charges are utterly false. 
The United States has not made concessions 
to those who hold our people captive in 
Lebanon. And we will not. The United 
States has not swapped boatloads or plane¬ 
loads of American weapons for the return 
of American hostages. And we will not 

Other reports have surfaced alleging U.S. 
involvement: reports of a sealift to Iran 
using Danish ships to carry American arms; 
of vessels in Spanish ports being employed 
in secret U.S. arms shipments; of Italian 
ports being used; of the U.S. sending spare 
parts and weapons for combat aircraft. All 
these reports are quite exciting, but as far 
as we're concerned, not one of them is true. 

During the course of our secret diecu*- 
sions, 1 authorized the transfer of amell 
amounts of defensive weapons and spare 
parts far defensive systems to Iran. My pur¬ 
pose was to convince Tehran that our nego¬ 
tiators were acting with my authority, to 
send a signal that the United States was 
prepared to replace the animosity between 
us with a new relationship. These modest 
deliveries, taken together, could easily fit 
into a single cargo plane. They could not, 
taken together, affect the outcome of the 6- 
year war between Iran and Iraq nor could 
they affect in any way the military balance 
between the two countries. 

Those with whom we were in contact 
took considerable risks and needed a signal 
of our serious intent if they were to carry 
on and broaden the dialog. At the same 
time we undertook this initiative, we made 
clear that Iran must oppose all forms of 
international terrorism as a condition of 
progress in our relationship. The most sig¬ 
nificant step which Iran could take, we indi¬ 
cated, would be to use its influence in Leb¬ 
anon to secure the release of all hostages 
held there. 
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Some progress has already been made. 
Since U.S. Government contact began with 
Iran, there's been no evidence of Iranian 
Government complicity in acts of terrorism 
against the United States. Hostages have 
come home, and we welcome the efforts 
that the Government of Iran has taken in 
the past and is currently undertaking. 

But why, you might ask, is any relation* 
ship with Iran important to the United 
States? 

Iran encompasses some of the most criti¬ 
cal geography in the world. It lies between 
the Soviet Union and access to the warm 
waters of the Indian Ocean. Geography ex¬ 
plains why the Soviet Union has sent an 
army into Afghanistan to dominate that 
country and, if they could, Iran and Paki¬ 
stan. Iran's geography gives it a critical posi¬ 
tion from which adversaries could interfere 
with oil flows from the Arab States that 
border the Persian Culf. Apart from geogra¬ 
phy, Iran's oil deposits are important to the 
long-term health of the world economy. 

For these reasons, it is in our national 
interest to watch for changes within Iran 
that might offer hope for an improved rela¬ 
tionship. Until last year there was little to 
justify that hope. 

Indeed, we have bitter and enduring dis¬ 
agreements that persist today. At the heart 
of our quarrel has been Iran's past sponsor¬ 
ship of international terrorism. Iranian 
policy has been devoted to expelling all 
Western influence from the Middle East. 
We cannot abide that because our interests 
in the Middle East are vital. At the same 
time, we seek no territory or special posi¬ 
tion in Iran. The Iranian revolution is a fact 
of history, but between American and Irani¬ 
an basic national interests there need be no 
permanent conflict. 

Since 1983 various countries have made 
overtures to stimulate direct contact be¬ 
tween the United States and Iran; Europe¬ 
an, Near East, and Far East countries have 
attempted to serve as intermediaries. De¬ 
spite a U.S. willingness to proceed, none of 
these overtures bore fruit. With this history 
in mind, we were receptive last year when 
we were alerted to the possibility of estab¬ 
lishing a direct dialog with Iranian officials. 

Now, let me repeat; America's longstand¬ 
ing goals in the region have been to help 
preserve Iran's independence from Soviet 


domination; to bring an honorable en<i to \ 
the bloody Iran-Iraq war; to halt thd* export 
of subversion and terrorism in the region. A 
major impediment to those goals has been 
an absence of dialog, a cutoff in communi¬ 
cation between us. It's because of Iran's 
strategic importance and its influence in 
the Islamic world that we chose to probe 
for a better relationship between our coun¬ 
tries. 

Our discussions continued into the spring 
of this year. Based upon the progress we 
felt we had made, we sought to raise the 
diplomatic level of contacts. A meeting was 
arranged in Tehran. I then asked my 
former national security adviser, Robert 
McFarlane, to undertake a secret mission 
and gave him explicit instructions. I asked 
him to gQ to Iran to open a dialog, making 
stark and clear our basic objectives and dis¬ 
agreements. The 4 days of talks were con¬ 
ducted in a civil fashion, and American per¬ 
sonnel were not mistreated. Since then, the 
dialog has continued and step-by-step 
progress continues to be made. 

Let me repeat; Our interests are clearly 
served by opening a dialog with Iran and 
thereby helping to end the Iran-Iraq war. 
That war has dragged on for more than 6 
years, with no prospect of a negotiated set¬ 
tlement. The slaughter on both sides has 
been enormous, and the adverse economic 
and political consequences for that vital 
region of the world have been growing. We 
sought to establish communication with 
both sides in that senseless struggle, so that 
we could assist in bringing about a cease¬ 
fire and, eventually, a settlement. We have 
sought to be evenhanded by working with 
both sides and with other interested nations 
to prevent a widening of the war. 

This sensitive undertaking has entailed 
great risk for those involved. There is no 
question but that we could never have 
begun or continued this dialog had the initi¬ 
ative been disclosed earlier. Due to the 
publicity of the past week, the entire initia¬ 
tive is very much at risk today. 

There is ample precedent in our history 
for this kind of secret diplomacy. In 1971 
then-President Nixon sent his national se¬ 
curity adviser on a secret mission to China. 
In that case, as today, there was a basic 
requirement for discretion and for a sensi- 
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livity to the situation in the nation we were 
attempting to engage. 

Since the welcome return of former hos¬ 
tage David Jacobsen, there has been 
unprecedented speculation and countless 
reports that have not only been wrong but 
have been potentially dangerous to the hos¬ 
tages and destructive of the opportunity 
before us. The efforts of courageous people 
like Terry Waite have been jeopardized. So 
extensive have been the false rumors and 
erroneous reports that the risks of remain¬ 
ing silent now exceed the risks of speaking 
out. And that’s why I decided to address 
you tonight. 

It’s been widely reported, for example, 
that the Congress, as well as top executive 
branch officials, were circumvented Al¬ 
though the efforts we undertook were 
highly sensitive and involvement of govern¬ 
ment officials was limited to those with a 
strict need to know, all appropriate Cabinet 
officers were fully consulted. The actions ! 
authorized were, and continue to be, in full 
compliance with Federal law. And the rele¬ 
vant committees of Congress are being, and 
will be, fully informed. 

Another charge is that we have tilted 
toward Iran in the Gulf war. This, too, is 
unfounded. We have consistently con¬ 
demned the violence on both sides. We 
have consistently sought a negotiated settle¬ 
ment that preserv es the territorial integrity 
of both nations. The overtures we've made 
to the Government of Iran have not been a 
shift to supporting one side over the other, 
rather, it has been a diplomatic initiative to 
gain some degree of access and influence 
within Iran—as well as Iraq—and to bring 
about an honorable end to that bloody con¬ 
flict. It is in the interests of all parties in the 
Gulf region to end that war as soon as 
possible. 

To summarize: Our government hai a 
firm policy not to capitulate to terr oris t de¬ 
mands. That no qoMMlees policy r e me toi 
in force, in spite of the wflAy speculative 
and false stories about arms for hostages 
and alleged ransom payments. We did 
not—repeat—did not trade weapons or any¬ 
thing else for hostages nor will we. Those 
who think that we have gone soft on terror¬ 
ism should take up the question with Colo¬ 
nel QadhafL 


We have not, nor will we capitulate to 
terrorists. We will, however, get on with 
advancing the vital interests of our great 
nation—in spite of terrorists and radicals 
who seek to sabotage our efforts and immo¬ 
bilize the United States. Our goals have 
been, ard remain, to restore a relationship 
with Iran; to bring an honorable end to the 
war in the Gulf; to bring a halt to state- 
supported terror in the Middle East; and 
finally, to effect the safe return of all hos¬ 
tages from Lebanon. 

As President, I’ve always operated on the 
belief that, given the facts, the American 
people will make the right decision. I be¬ 
lieve that to be true now. I cannot guaran¬ 
tee the outcome. But as in the past, I ask 
for your support because I believe you 
share the hope for peace in the Middle 
East, for freedom for all hostages, and for a 
world free of terrorism. Certainly there are 
risks in this pursuit, but there are greater 
risks if we do not persevere. 

It will take patience and understanding; it 
will take continued resistance to those who 
commit terrorist acts; and it will take coop¬ 
eration with all who seek to rid the world of 
this scourge. 

Thank you, and Cod bless you. 

Note: The President spoke at 8:01 p.m. from 
the Oval Office at the White House . The 
address was broadcast live on nationwide 
radio and television. 


National Philanthropy Day, 1986 


Remarks at a White House Briefing for 
Philanthropists. November 14, 1986 


Thank you very much. I have just read a 
clipping this morning from the United Press 
that shows how the private sector is spread¬ 
ing and things of this kind in philanthropy; 
that the First Lady of the Soviet Union has 
been named to the board of directors of a 
private, and privately financed, group in 
the Soviet Union. But I appreciate this op¬ 
portunity to be with you today in recogni¬ 
tion of one of America’s greatest national 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Rot Statutes. Relevant to Roctnt Actions 
vith rtiBoet to Irin 



Tho statutes moot directly blaring on thi legality of tho 
raeint missions to and transactions vith Iran art thi following) 
thi Nughes-Ryan Amendment, thi eongnssional reporting provisions 
of thi National Security Act, and thi Arms Export Control Act. 
Based on our understanding of the facts, va believe that the 
recent actions vith respect to Iran, including the transfer of 
arms to Iran by the CIA, do not violate the Hughes-Ryan Amendment 
or the National Security Act. Moreover, under the the executive 
branch's prior Interpretation of the Arms Export Control Act, 
this Act is Inapplicable to the arms transfers to Iran. (S) 

Hughes-Ryan Amendment. The Hughes-Ryan Amendment to the 
legislation authorizing the operations of the Central Intelli¬ 
gence Agency vas passed in 1974 in response to revelations of 
covert CIA operations. The Amendment, as amended in 1980, pro¬ 
vides (22 U.S.C. 2422)1 


No funds appropriated under the authority of this 
chapter or any other Act may be expended on behalf 
of the Central Intelligence Agency for operations 
in foreign countries other than activities intend¬ 
ed solely for obtaining necessary Intelligence, 
unless and until the President finds that each 
such operation is important to the national secu¬ 
rity of the United States. Each such operation 
shall be considered a significant intelligence 
activity for the purpose of section 413 of title 
50 . 


Because the President made the appropriate finding, the Hughes- 
Ryan Amendment does not prohibit the use of CIA funds for the 
transfer of arms to Iran. (S) 

501 of the National Security Act, 50 U.8.C. 413(a)) (emph n^s 

•**•*>«. ... mini Aooincn ) 





the Director of Central 


Intelligence end the heads of all departments, 
agencies, and other entitles of the United States 
involved in Intelligence activities shall — 


(1) keep the Select Committee on intelligence 
of the Senate and the Permanent Select Committee 
on intelligence of the House of Representatives 
. . . fully and currently informed of all intelli¬ 
gence activities which ere the responsibility of, 
are engaged in by, or are carried out for or on 
behalf of, any department, agency, or entity of 
the United Stetes, including any significant 
anticipated intelligence activity, except that (A) 
the foregoing provision shall not require approval 
of the intelligence committees as a condition 
precedent to the initiation of any such anticipat¬ 
ed intelligence activity, and (8) if the President 
determines it is essential to limit prior notice 
to meet extraordinary circumstances affecting 
vital Interests of the United States, such notice 
shall be limited to the chairman and ranking 
minority members of the intelligence committees, 
and the majority and minority leaders of the 

Stnfttt e e • • 


Section 501(b) of the national Security Act appliea to those 
situations in which the President fails to give prior notice 
under section 501(a) t 

The President shall fully inform the intelligence 
committees in a timely fashion of Intelligence 
operations in foreign countries, other than activ¬ 
ities intended solely for obtaining necessary _ 
intelligence, 


rncramM 


Section 501 of the Rational Security -let does n$t 
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members of Congress, including ths chairmen and ranking members 
of the House and Senate Intelligence committees under subsection 
(a)(1)(B), it seems clear that subsection (b) contemplates 
situations in which no prior notice has been given under either ' 
of these provisions. This Interpretation is confirmed by a 
colloquy between Senators Javits and Huddleston, who were on the 
.committee that drafted this provision. Senator Javits askedi 
•If information has been withheld from 

m n*4 f 1 isHbPthin a rmm ( MM AftCfciOM 


withheld on any ground! othtr than 
authority' and '* 
ansveredi " 


Fninvmi 


Stnator Huddleston 


[ T F114W1U Ml 


ut would not be able to claim identical 
y to withhold timely notice under section 801(b). A 
claim of constitutional authority is the sole grounds that may be 
asserted for withholding prior notice of a covert operation.* 

126 Cong. Rec. 17693 (June 28, 1980) (emphasis added). 

Moreover, the preamble to the provision makes clear that 
disclosure is required only when such disclosure is consistent 
with the President's constitutional duties. Accordingly, the 
President is not required to make disclosures when he is acting 
in a situation in which he is employing his Inherent foreign 
affairs povers. As the President made clear in his televised 
address to the nation this evening, the primary purpose of the 
recent actions with respect to Iran was diplomatic. The 
•intelligence activities* involved in the Iran matters consisted 
of, inter alia , negotiations with a foreign sovereign, of which 
the arms transfers were an integral part, and attempts to gam 
information relating to Americans captured abroad. These 
intelligence matters were inextricably intertwined with and 
essential to the President's foreign policy goals. We therefore 
believe that the President was acting at the height of nls inher¬ 
ent power in foreign effelrs. In tfnhld jtSttl v. Cgpill s 
Wriaht. 299 U.S. 304 (1936), the Court maie clear that the Presi¬ 
dent has plenary power over negotiations with foreign poverst 

In thie vast external realm Cof foreign affairs] 
with its Important, complicated, delicate and 
manifold problems, the President alone has the 
power to speak or listen as a representative of 
the nation. He makes treaties with the advice and 
consent of the Senate! but he alone negotiates, 
into the field of negotiation the Senate cannot 
intrude! and Congress Itself is powerless to 
invade it. As Marshall said In his great argument 
of March 7, 1800, in the House of RmprmmmntmtWm*, 

"Tht Prtaidtnt it tht tola organ o t tht nation in 
its txttrnal rtlatlona, and Ita aolt rtprtatnta- 
tivt with fortign nationte 

The Court in ^°^ c ‘Pg”^J2«d°Jpfgive the 

Washington's message to Congress in which nereiusea sp.s* 


also quoted approvingly Oeojge 

ress in which he refused tpjgive the 
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House of Representatives documents relating to negotiations over 
ths Jay Treaty, characterising the refusal as one *the visdon of 
which was recognised by the.House itself and has never since been , 
doubted.* 299 U.3. at 320. Accordingly, given the strength;,of 
the argument that Congress cannot require the President to make 
t disclosures concerning negotiations with foreign governments even 
after they are completed, the argument that he cannot be forced 
to make disclosures during the pendency of sensitive negotiations 
is particularly compelling. (3) 


Second, ve believe that a good argument can be made that 
section SOI of the national Security Act does net require 
disclosure of information in particularly sensitive 
circumstances, even if the President is not acting in a manner 
that implicates his inherent constitutionel powers in foreign 
affairs. The preamble to Section SOI qualifies the requirements 
of the provision not only by reference to constitutional 
authorities, but also by reference to the need to keep certain 
national security information secret. President Carter, in his 
signing statement for the Intelligence Authorisation Act of 1981, 
stated the understanding on the basis of which the bill received 
executive approval (emphasis added)i 


It is noteworthy that in capturing the current 
practice and relationship, the legislation pre¬ 
serves an Important measure of flexibility for the 
President and the executive branch. It does so 
not only by racoonlxino that there are clrcufl: 
stances i n uhlch'sensit ,ve i nlorraatlon 
be ahare^'^n|v*with a l imited number of tXfCUUyT 

Tint commit! 


mited number oi fXtcm.iv 
hough the congressional 


branch officials , even th~... - , 

oversight committees are authorised recipients of 
classified information. Circumstances of this 
nature have been rare in the past; I would expect 
them to be rare in the future. 


1 AS quoted in Curtlss-Wrloht . 299 U.3. 320-321, President 
Washington saidt 

Tha nature of foreign negotiations requires 
caution, and their success must often depend on 
secrecyi and even when brought to conclusion a 
full disclosure of all the measures, demands, or 
eventual concessions which may have beon proposed 
or contemplated would be extremely impolitic; for 
thi5 might have a pernicious influence on future 

negotiations, or ? ro f uc J. l ? a •fi*r! 1 ^Sion V to i other , 
perhaps danger and mischief, in relation to other 

poverse 
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President Carter seems to have contemplated that there would 
be instances in which the President would restrict information 
even when there wes no constitutional basis for doing so. , 
Cutting against this interpretation of section 901, however, is', 
the previously quoted colloquy between Senators Javits and 
Huddleston in which Senator Huddleston suggests that "[a] claim 
oft constitutional authority is the sole grounds that may be 
asserted for withholding prior notice of a covert operation.* 

12$ Cong. Hoc. 17693 (1980). Because we believe that the 

President was acting in a manner that implicates his inherent 
powers, we need not now decide the question of whether the 
National Security Act permits the President to withhold prior 
notice on other than a constitutional basis. 


Arms Export Control Act . The Arms Export Control Act places 
a number of restrictions on the export of arms executed under its 
authority, includlngi 

1) Sales must be made only to countries with respect to 
which the President has found that such sales will strengthen the 
security of the United States and promote world peace ( 22 U.S.C. 
2753(a)(1))! 

2) The articles must be sold only for use for legitimate 
purposes and the recipient country must agree to use the arms 
only for legitimate (e.g. self-defense) purposes (22 U.S.C. 2753 
(a)(2)); 

3) A report of the proposed sale of major defense equipment 
valued at $1$ million or more must be submitted to Congress (22 
U.S.C. 2776(b)). 


4) As of August 26, 1986, no arms siay be escorted to 
countries that the Secretary of State has certified as supporting 
terrorism. See Section 509 of the Omnibus Diplomatic Security 
and Antiterrorism Act of 1986. (The Secretary of State has 
certified that Iran supports terrorism). 

The Department of Justice, however, hss previously concurred 
in the conclusion of the Department of State that the Arms Export 
Control Act is not the exclusive authority for 5 rtn ** ,rr J n 9 
to foreign countries and that arms mu be transferred outside the 
context of that statute. See tetter from William french Smith to 
william J. Casey (Oct. 5, 1981). in the case considered by 
Attorney Oeneral Smith the government relied on the CIA s author¬ 
ity under Section 102(d) of the National Security Act in 
transferring arms to a foreign country for the primary purpose °* 
achieving certain intelligence objectives. J*®**®" 

provides that it shall be the duty of *5? MiStinc 

o«rfara ft*rvicti of coOTon conctrn for tht btntfit of tinting 
««*2?UaS!Jea aaaneles endto perform -such other functions and 
duties relating to intelligence affecting the national^ecurlty 
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as tha National Sacurlty Council may (roa time to tiaa direct.** 
Ha understand that tha arms transfer to Iran had an intelligence 
objective among its objectives. Accordingly, under prior 
precedent, section 102(d) of the National Security Act furnishda 
authority for the President's action, and the restrictions of 
*the Arms Export Control Act do not apply, (S) 


1 He therefore believe that the Department of Justice can 
successfully rebut arguments that the actions vith respect to 


Iran violated either the congressional reporting provis 
the National Security Act or the requirements of the An 
Control Act. 


ions of 
Arms Export 



Charles J. Coopei 
Assistant Attorney General 
Off lee of Leaal Counsel 


2 we understand that the President Informed 

of this transaction pursuant to the section 501 of the National 
Security Act. • 
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11/17/M 3000 

(Maximum Version) 


U.r/lWtW COMTACTS AMO THE AMIMCAM HOSTACIS 


Fro* the earliest months following the Islamic revolution in 
Iran, the U.S. Government has attempted to rasstabllah official 
contact with that government in order to discuss strategic 
davalopments in that critical part of tha world and to try and 
reestablish a constructive working relationship. Sven before 
Fraeident Megan cam to office tha U.S. Government agreed to 
expand aecurity, economic, political, and Intelligence 
ralatlonehlpa at a pace acceptable to Tehran. In tha fall of 
IfJft tha U.S. undertook three aacrat stations to Tahrant 



October-Movember Wf Sl^HHHHlBdlecuaaed 
normalisation of reletlone^^^^^^™ 


whan theta meetings and tha secret Hovesfeer l# ISIS seating in 
Algiers, between Irsetinski and Frisa Minister lasargan, became 
public in Iran, they precipitated tha takeover of tha U.S. 
IMassy by radical elements and led to tha resignation of the 
lasargan government. These events have adversely Influenced 
Iran's subsequent willingness to engage in any direct contact 
with the USG. 


Despite nutual difficulties involved in re-etttbllshlng normal 
relations, our strategic interests in the Fer«lnn Culf oandste 
persistent efforts on our pert to try to establish e dialogue. 

In this regard, it is notable that only a few re)or countries 
dp not have relations with Iran •• Egypt, Jordan, Morocco, 

Israel, fouth Africa# and the Qnlted States. Even Iraq continues 
to have diplomatic relatione with Iran. 


Iran, the key to a region a* vital importance to the West, 
increasingly thraatenaittr goow 1 ng* Jaw flit i mlHterwnaffcdioai 

have moved aMFKlveiy wgaiwibutiuence in thrdell^ jgp* j: 

•• The be 11 We dA |mce KhomelM diet# they will have 

an excellent opportunit w‘ Influence the formation of a 
government in Tehran whi 
in the area. 


which serves Soviet strategic ,Interests 


tQf UCfiH 
DaSjJTssITyi 
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CofTwtunltt nation* hava bacon* principal arm* suppllara to 
Iran •• making [ran dapandant on this sourca of supply in 
contanding with an incraaslngiy thraataning Iraq. Thi* 
laadt ut to tha conclusion that tha Soviats may wall ba 
attampting to pursua thair ovn ravolution in Iran. That is, 
by fuaiing both aidas In tha conflict, tha Soviat* could 
wall ancouraga. a diaaatroua ’final offantiva* by Iran that 
would pracipitata a political dlaintagration io.-Ican, 
lairing a pqhi vacuo* whfab tha Soviat* could exploit. 
Specifically, the CoaaaunU* lnUpsncg In Iran •tiufuat 


Tha Incraaalng dasparatlon brought on by tha coita of tha tran*lraq 
war haa exacerbated Iran's vulnarablllty to Soviat Influanca. 
Horaovar, Soviat datlgna in Afghanistan, prassura on Pakistan, 
and actual crossbordar strike# In Iran fro* Afghanistan hava mad* 
raopaning a atrataglc dialogue incraaalngiy important. 
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In short# the Soviets wort fer bttttr positioned to signifleantly * 
Improve thtlr influence In tht region in IMS wntn vt were 
presented with tn opportunity to optn t dialogue with Iran. In 
deciding to exploit this opening, wt tvtluattd prtvious efforts 
through sort convtntionti chtnntis which had not succeeded. 


necessary. However# Internal splits and dtbatts made it difficult 
for tht* to rtspond to thtst overtures. 

Numerous individuals and privsto parties have likewise attempted 
to be helpful as intermediaries in establishing contact In Iran 



Since 191), various countries have made overtu res to the U.S. and 
Iran in an effort to stimulate direct com 


Bout two years ago, senior Iranian orriculs 
Ided that some accommodation with the U.S. was 


In IMS# a private American cltiten (Michael Ledtenl was 
approached by a representative of the Israeli government (Oavid 
Kimchet# who reported that they had established a liaison 
relationship with an Iranian expatriate (Hanuchehr Ghorbsnifer) 
in Europe who sought Israeli help in establishing contact with 
the U.S. Government. In acknowledging the need to demonstrate 
the bonafides of the officials Involved# he (Ghorbanifar) 
indicated that his sponsors* in Tehran could also help to 
resolve the American hostage situation in Beirut. 




X* 


tS? 


The Israelis analysed this Intermediary*s background exhaustively 
in order to validate his legitimacy. This analysis led theia to 
have extremely high confidence in nls standing and genuine 
relationship to the highest Iranian officials* Eased in large 
part upon the Israeli evaluation and In recognition of the clear 
U.S. Interest in a dialogue that might# over time# lead to the 
moderation of Iranian policies# the U.S. established an indirect 
contact with the Iranian intermediary in mid-IMS# through the 
private U.S. cltisen and a senior Israel^ official. These 
contacts were established through the MatlonalSecurlty Council 
staff with the full knowledge of appropriate Cabinet officers. 
Free the very first meeting with the Israelis and the Iranian# it 
was emphasised that the USG could not proceed with direct contact 
unless tran renounced terrorise as an instrument of state policy. 
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<^Z. 

'> *fO objections 

*• interests. 

; o^v 


Zn June of IMS* in the aidat of the IVA-li? hijackin', the 
Zaraeli officials in direct contut with the Iranian expatriate 
esked hia to use his influence with senior Irenien officials to 
obtain the release of the hi)eck>d passengers, two days after 
this approach, four Americans hr Id separately froa the rest of 
the hijacked passengers were freed.and-turned over to iyr ian 
authorities. Ha111 s 

Speaker Aafsanjani, who was travelling inth^ald-eaa^et the 
ties, and Iranian foreign Minister Veleyati both Intervened with 
the captors, ftafsanjani, in his speech on November 4, 19I(, for 
t*e first tiae publi cly acknowledged his role in this aatter. 

In (September of Iff*} the Israelis advised 
to ab hisyj nf a jin _ 

U.S. # ha?tonf^e!^jR^ l o^Israe^eff^^^^^maintaindiscreet 
c ??? 4 5?. wlt \ Ici ? Tf * ' I essistanee in its war 









with Iraq. Despitd lon'-ter* U.I. efforts to convince the 
| Israelis to desist/ Israel continued to provide United ellltary 
I and industrial technology to Iran. The USO judqed that the 
I Israelis would pesslst in these secret deliveries, despite our 
because they believed it to be in their strateqlc 

V 

On Agqust 21, 1995, the U.S., through the U.i. cititen inter* 
eiedlary, acquiesed in an Israeli delivery of military supplies 

i50ITOUsJ to Tehran.—«e ware subsequently in I eased that the- 

delivery had taken place at the end of Au'ust, though we were not 
aware of the shipment at the time it was bade. 0.9. acquiescence* 
in this Israeli operation was based on a decision at the hlehcil 
lqvel to exploit eeist la^ isr^U c bangs Is with Tehramble an 
effort to establish aaVricae itnts#r^il9ili with: the -wh 
Iranian qoverruaent, —* — - 

On September 14, 1119, Reverend Benjamin Weir was released in 
Beirut by the tstablc Jihad Orqanitation. This release was 
preceded by an Intense effort on the part of Mr. Terry halts, the 
Special Emissary of the Archbishop of Canterbury. To this date, 

Mr. Waite rebains the onl y Wsatemer to ever Hit direct ly with 
the lebentae kidnap 


On October 4, ISIS, lelsbio Jihad announced that It had "executed* 
Beirut Station Chief William Buekiey in retelietion for the 
October 1 Israeli sir raid on 9h 0 installation* in Tunis. This 
announcement led to e series of eeetlnqs in Europe amonq the U.I. 
(CIA and NIC), Israeli# end Iranian intermediaries. In theee 
meetings, the Ireniene Indicated that, while their ability to 
influence the MlibeUeh wee wanin', the Jlisballah had not killed 


SsL^ccj 


CUT 
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Buckley* he hid In fact dlid itviral months earlier of natural 
eaut«a. We hava tinea aubatantlatad thla information in dabrlafa 
of Father Janco and Oavid Jacobsen, both of whom indicate that 
tucklay probably dlad on June 1, IMS of pneu*orua-m« symptoms. 

In lata Moveober IMS* tha Israelis, raapof.Jina to ureant 
entreaties from tha Iranians, provided II basic MW eissilea to 
Iran In order to improve tha static dafansas around Tahran. Tha 
* ir ?5** ?? l i v#ry MAW * •fMllaj raliad O.f, concarns that we 

5aopardisln$ t our t Sbjactl^a VJ of f arr 4/ ' <, i n9, *3 Tthrlf ' tn4 thereby 

r a t u 

oactifl 

tha *Xr*aBwfr 
•lattKJIr. 


omnns 

raiatlon 


fl«!a fofBWWS 

> ulth Tahun. 


tlishinf ■: 


end inf tha trait* traf tfar on honorabMuterwa. . _r-- 

*"*..*"*.** '"•* lt * tit uirciti and ^ 

radical aubvarslon. - ■ 

Bel pin? ensure tha tarritorial integrity of Iran and 
coordinating ways In which wa oi?ht eountar Soviet 
sctivitljprUu tha tafion^ 

Kx. Herarl.n. »«d. «l«.r thatTnitYra&UjK^l'tft' tr.i*=®ld 
b. pr.clud.d unl.it Irtn ««* vtlTlnd to u.« it* tnflu.nc. to' 
achiava tha rslaass of Wastarn hostaqas in Beirut. Ha also mads 
5*** r ***** *• could not and would not en?a;# in trading eras for 
hostafaa* 

On ^huary^^ }*•*< tha President approved a covart aetlon 
Plndlr.? dlract inf that tha intelligence ^onmunity p roc a ad with 
spaclal activitlaa aimed at accomp li aJalnf tb^oAdls sat forth 
abova. to-- rl 

that tha OirecioTOI Central MallifancTfoSBMN^SiiBCrno 
tha Pindlnf to tha appropriate eoswitteet of the Coneresa gntil 
raaaonably sura that tha lives of thots cirrylnf out tha 
operation (both U.l. and forei?n) would not be In jeopardy. 

On Pabruary S-T, O.S. officials (HSC and CIA 
rtprssentatlve of tha Israeli Prlae Hinlst 
senior-level Iranian official I 
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c *nMny. At this matin', the TrenTens sore ed 
thetTTfthe UIC would provide TOW weapons to tren, thiy would, 
in turn* provide i«m to the Af'hen Mujahideen. Tho u. *. « 9r ««d 
to explore this possibility and. workIn' with tho Israelis, 
establish'd tho followin' mechanism for transfer of tho weaponai 

•• Tho Iranian Intermediary IGhorbenlfer) would doposlt funds 
In on Xsrtoll account. 

— Tho Scroolis would transfer funds to s storilo U.I.* 
controllod sccount In on ovorsoss bank. 

-- Usin' thoss funds* tho CXA would covertly obtsin material 
•uthoriitd for tronsfor froo o.f. siilltory stocks and 
transport this to isrsol for onward movement to Iran. 

Usin' tho procaduros stipulatod above, funds wore deposited in 
tho CIA account in Conova on February ll, lift and on February 14 
i.OOO tows were transported to tsrael for pre*posltionlno. The 
TOWs wsre off-loaded and placed in a covert laraeli facility. 

On February lt-11# U.l. and Iranian officlels <H*C and CIA) m% 
a'aln In Censany to dlscuas problems in arran'in' a nestin' amone 
hl'htr-lsvsl officials. At this nestin', the 0.1. side a'rted to 
provide 1,000 TOWa to Iran as a clear ai'nal of U.S. sincerity. 
This delivery was coswenced on the homin' of February 10 and 
completed in two tranaits to Tehran on February Z 1. 

On Kirch 7, o.l, ict*HU!*-|tiC) representatives net 

with the Iranian intermediary in Faria to determine whether any 
further pro'reis was possible in arran'in' (or a hi'h-itvti 
metin' with U.S. end trenlan officials. Curin' these metin'*, 
the intermediary emphasised the deterioratin' economic situation 
In Iren end Iranian anxieties retardin' increasin' Iraqi military 
effectiveness. 




The escalation of tansIona with tlbya, leadin' up to the April it 
atrlka, pravented further dialogs from takin' piece until the 
Ireniane ur'td the Intermediary (Chorbanifar! to accelarate the 


** usm - 


■TOP SECRET 


ite the 

.p& 





1292 






effort In late April, 19H. At that point, tho Iranian expatriate 
advised via that tha laadarahlp In Tahran was praparad to commtnce 
a aacrat d la logy a with tha United ftataa along tha Unas of our 
aatabllahad goals, w# baliava that tha Iranians wars stimulated 
to rant w tha contact by tha Apr il U murder of hostaga Peter 
KllburnBHmBiMB in ratallatlon for tha U.s. raid 
on 



•atad on assurances that we could at last meet fece-to-fsce with 
top-level Iranian officials, on Kay IS. tha President authorised 
a secret Mission to Tehran by former national Security Advisor 
HcParlane. accompanied by a CIA annuitant. CIA communicators, 
members of the NSC staff, and tha Israeli and Iranian Interlocu¬ 
tors. In order to ensure operational security, the trip was «ade 
fro* Israel, coincident with tha delivery of a pallet of spare 
parts for Iranian defensive weapons systems IEA*T spare electronic 
parts). At theseaciilc request of tha Iraniena; alias foreign 
docusantation obtained from tha CXA. 


In tha course of the four-day (Kay 25-291 visit, lengthy meetings 
ware held with high-level Iranian officials, tha first direct 
contact between the two governments in over six years. Hr. 
HcParlane and his taam were able to astabilih tha basis for a 
continuing relationship and clearly articulate our objectives, 
concerns, and intentions. The group vaa a; so able to assess 
first hand the internal political dynamic in Tehran and the 
effect of the war which Iran clearly can no longer win. using 
Presidentlally approved Tama of Reference (Tab A|, which had 
bean reviewed and approved by appropriate Cabinet officers. 
HcParlane emphasised that our interest in Iran transcended the 
hostages, but the continued detention of hostages by a Lebanese 
group philosophically aligned with Iran prevtnted progress. 

During the visit# Hr. HcParlane side clean 


-- that wo fundamentally opposed Iranian efforte to expel ue 
from the Middle Cast) 


-- that we flmly opposed their use of terrorism' 
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that we eecepteO their revolution and did not seek to 
ravacao lt» 

•• that we had nuatrogi othar disagreements involving regional 
policies (i.a.f Labarvon, Nicaragua. ate.), but night alee 
find treat of coammn lntereat U.e.* Afghanistan) throufh 
dialogue. 

During that a meetings* both aidaa a tad the opportunity to detail 
the obataelaa to implementing a strategic relationship between 
the two countries. In addition to tho pointa noted above* hr. 
HcFarlana aaiphaolaad tho political problems cauaad by Iranian 
Involvement in tho hostage issue. The Iranians objected to the 
USO embargo on U.f. military supplies already paid for plus the 
continued USO blocking of Iranian assets in the O.S.* even after 
U.S. courts had ruled in their favor. Ourlng the course of these 
meetings* the Iranian officials admitted that they could not win 
the war. but were in a dilemma in Tehran over how to end the 
conflict given the need to present an Iranian "victory* before it 
could be concluded. They emphasised that the original aggressor* 
Saddam lussein* must be removed from power ir order for the war 
te and. Mr. Mefarlane concluded the visit by summarising that 
notwithstanding Iranian intorost U carrying on with tho dialogue* 
we could not proceed with further discuseiona in light of thair 
unwillingness to txert tho full weight of thoir influence to 
causo the release of tho hostages. 

On June 10* Majlis Speskar ftafsanjani* In a speech In Tehran made 
guarded reference to Iranian intarast in improved relations with 
the U.S. On July IS* father Lawrence Jenco wee released in the 
•ekka Valley and found hit way to a Syrian military checkpoint. 

On August )* thrao pailats flesa than H planeload) of alectronio 
parts for Iranian anti-aircraft defames IRAtm missile sub¬ 
components) arrived in Tehran (from Israel). 


In eerly August ISIS* the contact with tho rrantan expatriate 
bagan to focus osclusivaly on the willingness of the USO to 
provide military assistance to Iran 1m exchang# for hostsgas and 
wo sought to astabllsh diffarent channels of communication which 
would lead us mora directly to pragmatic and federate a laments in 
the Iranian hlerarachy. In mid-August* a privata American 
cltiien 

CIA* this Iranian (Ail) was brought covertly to Washington for 
datallod discussions* Ws judged Uiln effort to bo useful In 
establishing contact with a close confidant of the man judged to 


TOP SECRET 


off' 


tb* asSN 


X 




American 

Massy compound In west Beirut. The U.S. Matey in Cast Mi nit 
immediately dispatched an embassy officer to Meet Selrut to pick 
up Mr. Jacobsen. 


It it now apparent that persistent U.S. efforts to establish 
contact with tran have probably exacerbated the power struggle In 
Iran between pragmatic elements (led by ftafsanjanll and more 
radical factions (under the overall sponsorihlp of Ayatollah 
Hontaserll. In late October* radical supporters (of nontaterll 
revealed the I Mlsanjanl) contact with the USO and the terns of 
the contact. In order to defend himself against charges of 
colludlnf with the USO and to preserve a decree of latitude for 
both parties* Majlis Speaker Mftanjanl provided a highly 
fabricated version of the May 1911 Mcrarlane eission in hie ^ 
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November i oddreoo to the noeoeo. noderete Iranian politic*! 
leaders apparently now tool constrained to tattle their Internal 
po 111 ico 1 ptob Li imo bo Coro proceeds* with the U.S. relat lonehip. 
Tho rovolotlono In Tohron re^ardm* tho Hcrorlono oiealon oro 
demonstrable ovldonco of tho internal power ttruofle. Tho 
Octobor IMI orroob of radical leader Mohdi fUsheml, o clote 
confidant ond ton In-law of Aytoiioh Hontoiarl. for octo of 
terrorise ond trotton hot caused farthor intornol conflict, 
ftesolutlon of tho Ubonon hostage situation it also complicated 
by vonino ironlon influence in Ubonon duo in port tof Inonclol 
eonitralnt. ami tha fact thatt^aUbyaMki** ——^^-*- 
rniiflm»4fl (jaagaiUtl ai 



It U COKMM* aa^lMi aiyWw^Inltlatl 
contact nttlrai tM'ro kaan no' a*Wane. 

aant ««llaity la acta at tarrorl— agaln.t 

that tM hfltifcaffllMkw-liWaw 
and Tracy «•>* undartahan l» an .Ifart^l* unda._^_. 
U.S.«traadMt,ftratatta ■dlaioqaa and lucfMUth* 
Iranian pOtar atruaala aaaUit 
ha " --- - 



Contrary to opaonlatlva raporta that tnaaa 
war a takaa la ordar te atlaulata tha acq Haitian ofaoraaraa. 
thay vara Mil llfcaly captwrad In ordar to provont tha vary 
rapproaehooat with Iran wa ara aaaklny. 


w RHUMB 
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Throughout this proctu, the USO hit tettd within the Haiti of 
established policy and in compliance with lU U.S. law. Tht 
shipment of 2.001 T0«s and 23) HAWTt miasila parti wot undertaken 
under tho provisions of o covert action finding. 

In support of this finding and at tht diroctlese.ef the President 
the CIA providad the following operational aatlttancai 

-- Sterile ovartaat bant account! for financial transaction!. 

-- A secure transhipment point for the dispatch of U.S. 

Military Itaet from the U.S. 


Transhipment of Military itaet fro# the U.S. to Israel. 


Communications and Intel lit 

with if ^ P ttflli gp 


iwa 


Cleared mKtCftg dimes in Europe for meetings' vUJr.Iretfie^ftfc 

officials. mj_ TT 


Alias documentation for U.S. and foreign officials for 
Meetings in Curope and Tehran. 


The weapons and materiel provided under this prograja are in no 
way adequate to alter the balance of mil lory-power nor the 
outcome of the war with Iraq. They have* however* had a positive 
effect on the Afghan resistance tojL demonstrated the U.S. commit¬ 
ment to Iranian territorial integrity. Further* U.S. efforts 
ovef the last II months have had tangible results on Iranian 
poilcyt 

-- The AafsanJani/Velayatl intervention on behalf of the TWA 
1147 passengers (June 191)1. 


Iranian direction that the hijacked Pan Am 173 could not 
leave Karachi for Iranian territory. 



-- The release of three American and two French hostages. 

It should else be noted that the U.S. arms embargo notwithstand¬ 
ing, watt European nations have provided 1)00 Million a year in 
military equipment to Iran. Host of these transfers were accom¬ 
plished with government knowledge and/or acquiescence 
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All appropriate Cabinet Officers have bttn apprised throughout. 
The Congress «ai not briefed on the covert action findine due to 
tha extraordinary sensitivity of our Iranian contacts and the 
potential consonances for our etratefle position in Southwest 
Asia. Finally, our efforts to achieve the release of the 
hostages in Lebanon oust continue to rely on discreet contacts 
and interaedlarles who cannot per fora if they are revealed. 
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-- October<*Movember lt?t 

normalisation of reiatio 

when these mootings and tho soerot November 1# lift mooting in 
Algiers, botwoon Srtesinski and Srime Minister iatargan, bacura 
public in Iron# they holpod proeipitoto tho takeover of tho U.$. 
Embassy by rtdicol olomonts and Xod to tho reeienaiimfe of tho 
Batargan government. thoso ovontt hsvo adversely influoncod 
Iron's subsequent willingness to 
withkiMMfcP* M *'*m*e -.v 


Oospito mutual difficultios involved in re-establishing normal 
relations, our stratogie intorosts in tho torsion Gulf mondoto 
porsistsnt offorts to ostablish a dialogue. In this regard, it 
is notoblo that only a few major countrios do not havo relations 
with Iran -• Egypt, Jordan, Morocco, Israel; South Africa, ar.i 
tho United Statos. Ivon Iraq eontinuos to havo diplomatic 
rolotions with Iran, 

Iran is tho koy to a rogion of vital Importanco to tho most, yot 
it is increasingly threatened by growing Soviet military power 
and political influence along its borders and inside its 
territory. Over tho course of tho last two years, tho Soviets 
and their surrogates havo moved actively to gain greater 
influence in tho Gulfs 

— Tho Soviets believe that once Khomeini dies, they will have 
an excellent opportunity to influence tho formation of a 
government in Tehran that serves Soviet strategic interests 
in the area. ^^ 
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Comunlst nations hava become tha principal am supplies 
to Iran — asking Iran dapandant on this source of supply in 
contending with an increasingly strengthened Iraq. This 
leads us to tha conclusion that the Soviets may well be 
attempting to pursue their own revolution in Iran. That is, 
by fueling both sides in the conflict, the Soviets could 
well encourage a disastrous '.final offensive* by Iran that 
would precipitate a political disintegration in Iran, 
leaving a power vacuue which the Soviets could exploit. 
Specifically, the Indicators of Co—unlst Influence in Iran- 
arei_- — 




The lncreaelnf desperation brought on by the costs of the Iran-Iraq 
war has exacerbated Iran's vulnerability to Soviet influence. 
Moreover, Soviet designs in Afghanistan, pressure on Pakistan, 
and actual crossborder strikes in Iran froo Afghanistan have made 
reopening a strategic dialogue increasingly important. 
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r ? **»t*t9 fir hotter positioned to itnrove 

f i?nificintly their Influence in the region in 191) when we von 

52iS2 4 i2 i S.?2*?f2f tttll4ty - t0 °* a * <*** *"«; ^ 

t0 •** l0 * t ***• opining, vo minted pnvious efforts 
through non convent ionor'Chinne Is which hid not succeeded;" 


About two yetrt i 
thit 
vir 


senior Inniin of fields tppirently decided 
tho O.l.jfis nociiiiry. linco itn, 


■tnmiizin 


overture*. 


it difflcu 


truiMi to re 


Nuaarout Individual# and private pertlee have Ukevlee attempted 
to bo helpful aa iateraediariee la eetabllehla* ooataet in Iran 
or in eeeklny Iranian aaaiaraeee in the releaee of 


the releaee of 




Xn 1915, i privito Meric in cltlton (Richitl ledeen) wit 
ipproichod by i ropriiontitivo of the Xtrioli government iDivid 
Kinche), who roportod thit thoy Aid ettibliehed i iliiton 
rolitlonthip with in Inniin expttrltte (Kinuchihr Gherbiniftr) 
in Curopo who sought Xtrioli holp in ettibiithing contiet with 
tho U.S. Government. Xn icknowledging tho mod to dtnonttrttt 
tho bonifidot of tho officiils invoivod, ho (Chorbinifir) 
indicittd thit hit "tpontort* in Tehnn could tlto htlp to 
rotolvt tht Meric in hottige tituition in Seirut. 

Tho Xtnolit inilysod thit internediiry’t bickeround exhiuttiveiy 
in ordir to villdito hit legitimacy. Thit analysis ltd thin to 
have extremely high confidonco in hit teinding ind gtnuino 
rolitionthip to tho highott Inniin offieiilt. litod in large 
port upon tho Xtrioli evaluation ind in rocognltion of tho cltir 
U.f. intoroit in i dialogue thit night, over tine, Ind to tho 
Moderation of Inniin polieioi, tho 0*$. oitibiishod in lndinet 
contact with tho Inniin intermediary in nid-l9«$, through tho 
privito U.S« cititon ind i sonior Israeli offiolsi* Thoso 
eontiets won ottiblithod through tho tfatlonil ioourity Council 
ttiff with tho full knowledge or ippropriito Cibinot officort. 
from tho vory first noting with tho Xtnolit ind tho Inniin* it 
wit oskphnltod thit tho Ufa could not procood with direct contict 
union Inn nnouncod torrorisi n in inetrunent of sti$e policy. 
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In June of 1915 r in the mid it of tho TW**I47 hijacking, the 
Israeli officials in direct contact with the Iranian expatriate • 
asked hie to uae his influence with senior Iranian official! to 
obtain the release of- the hijacked passengers. Two days after 
this approach, four Americans held separately from the rest of 
the hijacked ^esangera were freed and turned o_vor to Syr ian 
authorities. 3 isIHH 

Speaker SafseffJlniT who was travelling in the mid-east^! the 
tune# and Iranian Foreign. Minister Velayati both intervened with 
the captors. ftafsanjeni, in his speech on November 4, IHI, for 
the first time publicly acknowledged his role in this aatter. 

In July of .IMS, the Israelis advise* that* they believed they 
were close to achieving a breakthrough in their contact with Iran 
and would proceed unless we objects*. Xt is important to note 
that the U.S. had long been aware of Israeli efforts to maintain 
discreet contact with Iran an* that they had in the past provided 
Iran with assistance in its war with Iraq. Despite long-term 
U.S. efforts to convince the Israelis to desist, m believe that 
Israel continued to provide Halted military an* industrial 
technology to Iran — even after they officially told us thet 
such activities had cease*. The CSG judged that the Israelis 
would persist in these secret deliveries, despite our objections, 
because they believed it to be in their strategic interests. 


On August 22, 1915, a senior Israeli official (David Kinche) 
visited Washington and met with the national Security Advisor. 

The Israeli asked us to acquiesce in a single Israeli delivery c i 
defensive ailitary materiel to Tehran. He urge* that we allow 
such an action to take place in order to gain increased influence 
in Tehran. Hr. McFariane stated that the U.S. could in no way be 
construed as an *ams for hostages* deal and that there could be 
no guarantee thet whatever items of U.S. origin Israel sent, 
could be replace*. We were subsequently informed that the 
Israelis had delivered SOS TOWs at the end of August. Though we 
were not specifically aware of the shipment at the time it was 
nade we did wake e subsequent decision not to expose this tsrae.i 
operation so that we would have the option cf explsiti.-.g existing 
Israeli channels with Tehran in our own effort to establish an 
American strategic dialogue with the Iranian government. The 
Israelis manage* this entire operation* to include delivery, 
arrangements, funding, an* transportation. The total value of 
this shipment was less than $2 million, and, therefore, below the 
threshold for require* reporting of a military equipment transfer 
under the JMe Export Control hot.. 


To this date, 
with 


On 3,ptwMt 14, IMS, Mv.r.nd Mnj**i» Molr wo, *•!••••* ift 
Mlrut by th® laXuae Jlh*4 Or 9 .ni 1 .tlo®. ThU roloaoo woo 
pr.c.d.d by on Int.nM effort on th® port of Mr. t®rry Jl®lt®. tho 
Spool.! tolmry of tho ArchbUhop of Canterbury. ** thi “ 

Hr. Waite remaine the onjv Weste rner to . gver _—— * 



TOP SECRET 


mimm 



1303 


TO. StCW 


uimmitu 

s 


N 5648 


On October 4, IMS* Isluie Jihad announced that it h«d ••Mcut•d• , 
Mirut Station Chitf william Suckley in rataUation for tha * ' 

Octobar i Israeli air raid on FLO installations in Tunis, This 
announcasiant lad to a sanas of Matings in turopa anon? tha u.s. 
(CXA and NSC), Israeli, and Iranian intermediaries. In thasa 
Matings, tha Iranians indicated that, while thair ability to 
influence the Hitballah was waning, tha MisbalXah had not killad 
Suckley; ha had in fact diad savarai months aarliar of natural 
eausas. We hava sinea substantiatad this information in dabriafs 
of Father Janeo and David Jacobsan. both of whom indicata that 
lueklay probably diad on Juaa 1. ills of pneumonia*like symptoms. 


Xn lata Novambar IMS. tha Xsraalis. raspo nding to urgant 
antraatias from tha Iranians, providad II missiles to 

Iran in ordar to improva tha statie defensl^round Tahran. Tha 
Xsraali dalivary of HANK missilas raisad U.S. coneams that wa 
could wall ba cr a atingmisundar standings in Tahran and tharaby 
Jeopardising <HMdM*dBBlOT*t4tolng a diract msa Hag with 
high-level Iranian officials. As a consequence of U.S. 
inltlativa and by mutuoft agreement of all thraa partias. thasa 
missilas wars subiequsr.tiy raturnad to tsraal in Tabruary 1914. 

On Dacambar 4-1. ISIS, tha National Sacunty Advisor mat (in 
London) with tha Xsraall official and tha Iranian contact to safes 
claar tha natura of our intarast in~a dialogue with Iran. At • 
this masting. Hr. Hcfarlana stated that our goals vara as 
follows! 


- Devising a formula for re-establishing a strategic 
relationship with Tehran. 

- Ending tha Xran-Iraq war on honorable terms. 

- Convincing Iran to caasa its support for terrorism and 
radical subv arsl on^^^ 

- Helping ensure tha tlSritorlal integrity of Iran and 
coordinating ways in which wa might counter Soviet 
activities in tha region. 

Mr. Hcfarlana made claar thipedrflfcMP dialogue with Iran HHM 
ba precluded unless Iran ware vlTXTng to use its influanca to 
achieve tha release of Western hostages in lei rut. Ha also mads 
claar that wa could not and would not angago in trading arms for 
hoattgos. 

On Dacambar 14. tha FtmaMMMgflMiMMflK 1 **""** wlth th * 
Secretaries of State end Defease .the MUmay General, tha 
Olreetor of Cantral Intellig ence aad tha Watlonal Security 
Advisor to review tha findings of Mr. Mcferlane's meetings in 
London, tha situation in Iran and tho prospects for a strategic 
dialogue. At this meeting he decided that wa should attempt to 
keep tha Israeli channel open aa long as it offsrtd possibilities 
for meetings with high-level Iranian officials. * • 

* 9 ,? mm 

\m\mm 
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On January a, th. PrlM Hlni«t«r of t«n«l dl*p«teho4 « •pocUl 
emissary to the U.S. (Ami ram Hit) to review proposals for next 
atapa in dealing with Iran. In that implementation of the 
Xaraoli propotala would require tha actlva participation of tha 
intelligence coa»unity, tha NSC Staff (North) was tasked to 
prapara a covert action finding, work on *hi« Praaidantial 
finding, c onven ed on Jemuery S wmm forward*! to 


T7- i- 



On January 17, IMS, tha fratidant approvad a covart action 
Pindlno diracting that tha lntalllganca community procaad with 
apaclal activltiaa aimed at accomplishing tha goals tat forth 
above (Tab A). In accord with extant statutes, tha Pratidant 
directed that tha Oiractor of Central Intelligence refrain from 
reporting tha rinding to tha appropriate committeat of tha 
Congrats until reasonably sura that tha lives of those carrying* 
out tha operation (both U.S. and foreign) would not be in 
jeopardy. 


On rebruary 3-7, u.S. officials (NSC and CZ 
raprasantatlva of tha Israeli 
senior-level Iranian official 




■Hpimc in Germany. At this meeting, tha Iranians agreed 
that, ir tha USG would provide defensive weapons (TOWs) to Iran, 
they would, in turn, provide same to tha Afghan Mujahideen. Tha 
U.S. side agreed to explore this possibility and, working with 
tha Israelis, established the following mechanism for transfer of 
tha weapons: 


-- The Xraft|a% 
****** 

<- The lareeUs 
?> control!*- a 


to Xsra 


sit funder 




P mm 

mi to Iran. 


Using the procedures stipulated above, funds were dspositad in 
the CXA account in Geneva on February 11, 1991 and on Pabruary 14 
1,000 TOWs wero transported to Israel for pre-positioning. These 
TOWe ware tranafarred by CIA from OOO (U.S. Army stock* in 


TOP SICAST 

HMflbWWWfn 






On Fobnury 21. tho Priino Minister of Xortol wroto to Proudont 
Kttoar. <T*b 1) urging continued offortt to achiovo a ttratogic 
brtakthrough with Iran, but aaking'contidoration for tha aafoty 
of ractntiy aaitod XsraoU hoatagas. 

on Kirch 7, U.S. <CXA and H»C> and taraoli rapraaantativaa mat 
with tha Iranian intarwodiary in Paria to "*•**•£ Any 

furthar prograaa waa poaaibio in arranging for a high-lavai 
^aatir.g with U.S. and Iranian official*. During thaaa ^••*^**' 
•n« ir'a^radiary amphaanad tha datariorating tcor.c. i. sit j*-. on 
in tran and Iranian anxiatioa ragarding incraaiing Iraqi military 
affactivanaaa. 

Th« ••ealatlon of tanaiona with Libya, laadinp up to the April U 
■trika. prevented further dialogue fro« takinp plaea-until tha 
friniMi uniid tha*intermediary* (Qhorbenifar) to accalacato tha 
effort*Innate April, 1»M. At that point, tha Iranian expatriate 
advised ue through *««« u polnt-of-contact that the 

Sj balUva thl? tha iraniani vara stlmUted to ranav the contac t 
by tha April 17 aurdar of hostage Mter ' 

authorities, in retaliation for tha U.8. raid on Libya. 
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On Hay 6, 7, 1916, U.S. and Israeli officers Mt in London with 
the Iranian intermediary in which ho urged that wt taka lnmediata 
atapa to arrange for a high-level 0.1./Iranian meeting in Tehran. 
During tha London Boating, tho Iranian urged that wa (U.S. «nd 
Israel) taka Immediate atapa to haip with Iranian air defame. 

Ha amphaaitad that tha Iraqi Air forco waa increasingly affactiva 
of lata and that tho Iranians wora doaparata to atop attacks on 
population cantara. Tha Zaraalla alao usad thla opportunity to 
crivately aak tha U.S. to rapiaca tne 501 TOWi which tnay had 
sant to Iran m August, 1915. Tha laraalia wars informed via 
codad message on Hay 15 that tho U.S. had agreed to tha Iranian 
request for liaitad anti-air dafansa equipment and to replenish* 
tha SOI TOWa sant by laraal. 

8asa4 on assuranc esthat wa. co uld at lapt moo t faca-to-foo4F wfth 
top-lavdl f*eftibaiSVB4KiflHHfemKMqpaABBpBPresident authorized 
a aacrat mission to Tahran by fomar National Sacurity Advisor 
McFarlana, accompaniad by a CIA annuitant, CIA communicators, 
members of tho NSC staff, and tho laraali and Iranian intarlocu- 
tora. 


u 


On Hay 1S« tho Iranians, through tho laraalia providad SI.5H for 
daposlt in tha CIA aacuro funding mechanism. Tha funds wars usad 
to acquire SOS TOW aiaailaa (for replenishing tha TOWs Israel 
shipped ir. September 1916) and acquiring HAWK ri 
parts. Thla material was subsequently moved to| 
repackaged and shipped to Kelly API for onward 
on Hay 22. 


fls^TOon^t^^aritl 


logistics 


tsra.il* 


In order to ensure operational security# the McParlane trip waa 
made from Israel# coincident with the delivery of a pallet of 
spare parts for Iranian defensive weapons systems (HAWK spare 
electronic parts). At the iMcifi^request of the Iranlann# 
alias foreign documsntationa|HH|** obtained froai the CIA — 
was used. CIA also provided coV4H transportation support from 
COWUS to Israel for the KcFarlane party. The group was 
transported froai Israel to Tehran aboard an Israeli Air force 707 
with false flag markings. 

/ 

«■ 
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TOD STCRXT 

In th. eourM of tho four*4«y OUy 25-11) visit. l.rvothy Moflna* 
v«r« Jith htflh-lovol Ir.nt.n officials, tho first dlr.ct 1 ' 

th * tw0 »ov.rj»«nt« in ovor sis years. Hr. 
Hcfarlano and Mo teas voro able to establish tho basis for a 
continuing nUtlonthip 4Ad diirly iftlculit# our oblictivci, 
concerns, tnd intentions, the group was elso Able to assess 
first hand the internal political dynamic in Tehran and tho 
effect of the war which Iran clearly can no longer win. using 
fresidentially approved Terms of heferenee (Tab ft), which had 
been reviewed and approved by appropriate Cabinet officers, 
Hcfariane emphasised that our Interest in Iran transcended the 
hostages, but the continued detention of hostages by a Lebanese 
group philosophically aligned with Iran prevented progress. 

During the visit# Hr. Hcfarlano made clean 


that we fundamentally opposed Iranian efforts to expel us 
from the Middle Cast; 

that we firmly opposed their use of terrorism 

that we accepted their revolution and did not seek to 
reverse it; 


that ve had numerous other disagreements involving regional 
policies (i.e.i Lebanon, Nicaragua, etc.), but might also 
find areas of common interest (i.e., Afghanistan) through 
dialogue. 


During these meetings, both sides used the opportunity to detail 
the obstacles to implementing a strategic relationship between 
the two countries. In addition to the points noted above, Mr. 
Mcrarlane emphaslred the political problems caused by Iranian 
involvement in the hostage issue. The Iranians objected to the 
USC embargo on U.S. military supplies already paid for plus the 
continued USO blocking of Iranian assets in the U.S., even after* 
U.S. courts had ruled in their favor. During the course cf these 
meetings, the Iranian officials admitted that they could net win 
the war, but were in a dilemma in Tehran over how to end' the 
conflict given the need to present an Iranian "victory* before it 
could be concluded. They emphasised that the original aggressor, 
Saddam luaeein f must be res»ved from power in order for the war 
to end. Hr. Hcfarlano concluded the visit by summarising that 
notwithstanding Iranian interest in carrying on with the dialogue, 
we could not proceed with further discussions in light of their 
unwillingness to exert the full weight of their influence to 
ctuso the relesse of the Western hostages in Lebanon. 


On June 10, Haj 11s Speshsr IUfeenJani> in a speech in Tehran made 
guarded reference to Iranian Interest in improved relttlonr with 
the (J.S, On July 2t, father Lawrence Jenco was released in the 
Sekka Valley and found hit way to a Syrian military checkpoint. 

• t 
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ter ftcitgr . 10 

On August i, the remaining three pallets (l«n than S planeload) 

% ot electronic parts for Iranian anti-aircraft da fansat {hawk 
. missile subcomponents) arrived in tahran. Aa in all flight* 
to/froa Iran this daiivary was made with an taraali Air Force 
aircraft <707) using falsa flag markings. Timing of tha daiivary 
was basad on coordination among U.S., laraali and Iranian 
officials. 


m 


In airly August 1911, tha contact with tha Iranian expatriate 
bagan to focus exclusively on tha willingness of tha use to 
provide military assistance to Iran in exchange for hostages and 
wa sought to establish different channels of cosmunicatlon which 
would lead us more directly to pragMtic and moderate elements 
the Iranian hlerarachy. In mid-August, a private American 
citisen (MMM Aichard tecord, USA/ [hat.)) acting within the 
purview of thm January Covert Action finding, madecontact in 
Burope relative^BBifcf a 

senior Iranian orricvax <pacs*n)*JU). With theoTTWIffce of the 
CIA, this Iranian^HB^as brought covertly to Washington for 
detailed discussionf^we judeed this effort to be useful in 
establishing contact with a close confidant of the ran judged to 
be the most influsntial and pragmatic political flgura in Iran 
(Aafsanjanl) • Thasa discussions reaffirmed the basic objectives 
of tha U.S. in tasking a political dialogue with Tehran, we alio 
provided intelligence designed to dlecourage an Iranian offensive 
and contribute to an Iranian decision to negotiate an and to me 
war. The intelligence also detailed the Soviet thrsat to Iran. 


Through August, September, and October IMS, numerous additional 
Matings were held in fur ope between U.S. representatives and the 
new end Iranian contacts. Ouring the October 21, 1911 resting in 
Trankfurt, Germany, tha U.S. sida, as in tha pest, insisted that 
tha release ^^hehostaama was a pre-requisite to any prograss. 
The Iranianurged that we take a more active role 
in support tor the Argns^rlsistance and suggastad again that, if 
we could provide additional TOW weapons to Irar., they would tram 
and equip more Afghan resistance fighters with thsss weapons. 

The Iranians also proffered, and the U. S. accepted, the offe^of 
a Soviet tank At this meetingHH^B 

stated that there was a w ve#f gooJcnance that another American 
or two would bo freed soon. 9 On October 29, with U.S. 
aequlicence, Israel provided tram with an additional incrament of 
defensive weapons fS00 TOW missiles). 

Late on October )1 ^HHH||H|Bf«lltd the U.S. 

(laklm) tasked to mlUlaln contact Srafliod that Iran had 
* exercised its influence with the Lebanese 4 in order to obtain 
the release of an American -- David Jacobsen — and an uncertain 
number of French hostages. Be further noted that this would be 

# 

« * 


m asm 


hmn mmshfr 



On November 
• old 

African Muiy compound in Host Ml rut. The U.S. Missy in 
list Seirut immediately dispatched an tabiiiy officer to west 
klrut to pick up Hr. Jacobsen. 

It It nov apparent that persistent U.S. efforts to establish 
contact with Iran and tubggaaM public tpaculatlon regarding 
these^contacts hava^prefeiil^llcag b a t ad tha povar ttru ^pla m 

tha tn ordar to^^^SB^BSBp^^^^arget of 

colluding with tha USG and to piOT^^esdegree of latitude for 
both parties* Majlis Speaker ftafsanjanl provided a purposely 
distorted version of the Hay 19IS Mefarlane aission in his 


November 4 address to tha masses. Moderate Iranian political 
leaders apparently nov feel constrained to settle their internal 
political problems before proceeding with the U.S. relationship. 
The revelations in Tehran regarding the Mcfarlane mission are 
demonstrable evidence of the internal power struggle. The 
October 1916 arrest of radical leader Mehdi lasheel* a close 
confidant and son ln«lav of Ayatollah Montesari* for acts of 
terrorism and treason has caused further internal conflict. 1 


Resolution of the Lebanon hostage situation is also complicated 
by waning Iranian Influence in Lebanon due in part to financial 
constraints and the fact that the Libyans are expanding their 
contacts with more radical tilsballah elements.HHBlHH^tti 


On tfovember 7# the day after a meeting with O.S. officials* 
Iranian government authorities arrested six other individuals 
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involved la radical activltiaa. Anong tha tv© vara senior 
• aiilitary offlcera and a Hajlla deputy <Ahmad Xashani), tha 
grandson of Ayatollah xaahani* a eonapirator in tha 1949 attaapt 
againat tha ihah. Oeapite thaaa internal difficult!## and 
attandant publicity in tha ttaatarn media, tha Iranian! continue 
to auiintain direct contact vith tha UfC and aat aoai^^^^anava^ 
on Koveabar 9-10 with NSC and CIA rtcritintitivii^^^— 



Toy mn 
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In support of tMs finding snd it the direction of the President, 
tho CIA provided the follow!no operational assistance* 


Storilo overseas bank accounts for financial transactions. 


— CoMtuni cat ions and intelligence support for tho meetings 

with Iranian officials and tho HcParlane trip to Tehran in 
Hay. 



Cleared 





W*]C«U^d9«d 

or 


commitment to Iranian territCflll integrity and served to support 
those in Iran interested in opening a strategic relationship with 
the U.S. They have also furthered U.S. efforts over the last 18 
months have had tangible results on Iranian policyi 


The Aafsenjanl/Velayati intervention on behalf of the tva 
•• 47 passengers (June 1913). 

Iranian direction that the hijacked Pan Km 17} would not.be 
received in Iranian territory if it left Karachi. 



-- The release of three American and at least two french 

hostages. 


The initiation of an Iranian dialogue with their regional 
neighbors. 

The Iranian *flnal offensive.* 
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it amt alto ba not*5 that tha U.t. ini _ 

' W<lt f**o*aan rutlona hava provided $$?o »lliion 
* *3 ailltary tauipaint to Iran. Meat a# kK aa « ■•niton 

w * r * *eeo«pli«ho4 with yovornnont knowltdya and/o/aeouiaacane#. 

Thi U 1V * *•» •»*!«* throughout. 

th* extraordinary aoasitivity^l^ C tn£I»£ e ^J£ 4 «5 ,1 i{;| th* to 
pouatiil MRMqutiKii for our atratooic poaition in touthwo** 
JUto. finally, our offort. to achiSTthTMliSo of '* 

^®!*f^** In Lebanon oust eontinuo to roly on disortat contact• 
snd interaediarioa who cannot Mr for* if\hoy are ravaaUd* 


m ««on 


♦ •»»'*' • '* v* 1 f f H 
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But, my friend*, that letter may hive 
been advened to me, but it wun't written 
to me alone, it was written also to each of 
> >0 4 fjtn aU^^jsgericans, and to our allies as 
wtntt was written in thank* to all those 
w ho^ joined in our bipartisan crusade to 
nuke. stronger And it was written 

in thank* t ojiff of those who have returned 
u* to dkfz-lUtyt and reminded us of what 
. they nfran in^thi* world. At the National 
* ilast December, I closed my 
ng thank* to Bill Buckley for 
much good in the world." 
I, Ernie, Paul, Don, Jeane, 
other* far away, thank you, 
j God bless you all. 

i dint spokg at 7:32 p.m. in 
Ballroom of ths Washing - 



The Pfttride&'s 
yffe ws C&sfeggnce of 

•.qjpw 



1986 


ons 

it* Cood evening. 2 have a 
|e before I take your ques* 
|f remarks. 

iths ago, as I said last Thurs- 
cU&tmqKpoflbstration began a secret initi- 
mjfk to me Jlamic Republic of Iran. Our 
purposes, fourfold: to replace a rela¬ 
tionship^ ofjtotal hostility with something 
" ‘38 a negotiated end to the 
and to bring an end to ter- 
^effect the release of our hos- 

undertaking involved great 
for si people and for the 
i with whom we dealt. That** 
ution was restricted to ap- 
tiet officers and those officials 
lute need to know. 

Thk undertaking was a matter of consid- 
era hk |dehii> within administration circles, 
l^^phcy^objectives were never in dis- 
put^^Jerjg^ere differences on how best 
he principal issue In conten¬ 
der we should make isolated 
cffedggceptions to our arms embargo 
as. nil of Mr serious intent. Several top 
A 



propi 



advisers opposed the sale of even a modest 
shipment of defensive weapons and spare 
parts to Iran. Others felt no progress could 
be made without this sale. I weighed their 
views. 1 considered the risks of failure and 
the rewards of success, and I decided to 
proceed. And the responsibility for the deci¬ 
sion and the operation is mine and mine 
alone. A* Mr. Lincoln said of another presi¬ 
dential decision, "If it turns out right, the 
criticism will1 not matter. If it turns out 
wrong, ten angels swearing I was right will 
make no difference.'* 

I understand this decision is deeply con¬ 
troversial and that some profoundly dis¬ 
agree with what was done. Even some who 
support our secret initiative believe it was a 
mistake to send any weapons to Iran. I un¬ 
derstand and I respect those views, but I 
deeply believe in the correctness of my de¬ 
cision. I was convinced then and I am con¬ 
vinced now that while the risks were great, 
so, too, was the potential reward. Bringing 
Iran back into the community of responsi¬ 
ble nations, ending its participation in polit¬ 
ical terror, bringing an end to that terrible 
war, and bringing our hostages home— 
these are the causes that justify taking risks. 

In foreign policy the presence of risks 
alone cannot be reason enough not to act. 
There weie risks when we liberated Grena¬ 
da, when we went into Lebanon, when we 
aided the Philippines, and when we acted 
against Libya. So, we‘ll continue our efforts. 
However, to eliminate the widespread but 
mistaken perception that we have been ex¬ 
changing arms for hostages, I have directed 
that no further sales of arms of any kind be 
sent to Iran. I have further directed that all 
information relating to our initiative be pro¬ 
vided to the appropriate Members of Con¬ 
gress. There may he some questions which 
for reasons of national security or to protect 
the safety of the hostages I will be unable to 
answer publicly. But again, all information 
will be provided to the appropriate Mem- 
ben of Congress. 

And now I'll take your questions. Helen 
(Helen Thomas, United Press Internation¬ 
al? 

Q. Mr. President, in the recent past there 
was an administration whose byword was 
"Watch what we do, not what we say.’* 
How would you assess the credibility of 


BEST AVAILABLE COPY 


1583 



1317 


M>u 19 / Administration of Ronald Reagan, 1986 


your own administration in the light of the 
prolonged deception of Congress and the 
public in terms of your secret dealings with 
Iran, the disinformation, the trading of Zak¬ 
harov for Daniloff? And I'd like to follow 
up 

The President. Well, Helen, let me take 
the last one first. I know some persist in 
saying that we traded Zakharov for Dani¬ 
loff. We did not. We said that we would 
have no dealings with the Soviet Union, 
even on going to Iceland, until Daniloff was 
in our hands. 

But to bring it up to date on this, there 
was no deception intended by us. There 
was the knowledge that we were embark¬ 
ing on something that could be of great risk 
to the people we were talking to, great risk 
to our hostages. And, therefore, we had to 
have it limited to only the barest number of 
people that had to know. I was not break¬ 
ing any law in doing that. It is provided for 
me to do that. At the same time, I have the 
right under the law to defer reporting to 
Congress, to the proper congressional com¬ 
mittees, on an action, and defer it until 
such time as I believe it can safely be done 
with no risk to others. 

And that’s why I have ordered in this 
coming week the proper committees will 
be briefed on this. And there are still some 
parts of this that we cannot go public with, 
because it will bring to risk and danger 
people that are held and people that we 
have been negotiating with. We were not 
negotiating government to government. We 
were negotiating with certain individuals 
within that country. 

Q . You don't think your credibility has 
been damaged? And are you prepared now 
to disavow the finding which let you make 
end runs around the Iranian arms embargo? 
Are you going to tear it up? 

The President No, as I say, we are going 
to observe that embargo. And it's part of 
the same reason that, as I’ve said, we were 
doing this in the first place: And that is to 
see, among the other issues involved, if we 
can help bring about peace between those 
two countries, a peace without victory to 
either one or defeat and that will recognize 
the territorial integrity of both. And this is 
something that all of our allies are seeking 
also. 


But I think the people understand that 
sometimes you have to keep a secret in 
order to save human lives and to succea^in .' 
the mission, just as we went into Crenada 
without prior notice, because then we 
would have put to risk all of those men who 
were going to hit the beach. 

Yes, Mike [Mike Putzel, Associated 

Secretary of State Shultz 

Q. Mr. President, has Secretas jfcCfc u ltr*- 
discussed his resignation with yo^fcpave-^; 
you agreed to accept it, or have yofr askedif* 
him to stay on? 

The President Mike, he has sug- 3 

gested to me in our meetings thi^Yerigna* ~ 
tion. And in fact, he has made it plain thgf-: ‘ 
he will stay as long as I wantjin, arnTf^ 
want him. So, there’s never _di* 

cussion there. He knows that I wSR&vta- . r 
stay, and he has, in advance, said that he 
wants to. There’s been no talk of resigna¬ 
tion. 

Q. If I may follow up, sir: Has,he made 
his staying conditioned on youf a gating * 
not to send further arms to Iran? 

The President No, there have been no 
conditions. As I say, we didn’t discuss thgt. 

And as I've said now, there is no negfeljngo 
further with this. The mission was served 
that made us waive temporarily that fo 
that really minuscule amount of spare par£fM£^ 
and defensive weapons. ^ 

Chris (Chris Wallace, NBC Xe wjfr -5 

Q. Mr. President, you have itfiNOS^y. 
and you stated flatly again tonight^rfTat you . 
did not trade weapons for hostagejg^i yet ' 
the record shows that every time 
can hostage was released—last Septa 
this July, and again just this v* 
there had been a major shipmj 
just before that. Are we all to 
was just a coincidence? 

7ft# President Chris, the only 
know about major $hipment*£of 
I've Mid, everything that we ^ 

could be put in one cargo plane, and there ** 
would be plenty of room left over. Now, if 
there were major shipments—an^ waimow. 
this has been going on—there 
other countries that have been dea 
arms with Iran. There have been^E pri¬ 
vate merchants of such things Thw h§ 
been doing the same thing. Now, IV# 
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the stories about a Danish tramp steamer 
and a Danish sailors union officials talking 
about their ships taking various supplies to 
Iran. I didn’t know anything about that 
until l sawcjhe pr—» on 4t, because we cer¬ 
tainly never had any contact with anything 
of the kufcd. -And so, it's just that we did 
something for' a particular mission. There 
was a risk entaile^ And Iran held no hos¬ 
tages. frail did noMpdnap anyone, to our 
knowledge. And that part of the 

oper»«^>as tfcifrweTtffew, however, that 
thtt*kianapers of ouf -hostages did have 
son fe k irffc|f jelatfon^g in which Iran 

them—not 

always^Kt them. And so 

*ur hMllflBEwhome. 

_ H fySfeup. sir: On that 

first - p®PP'you^5Sarr Chief of Staff, Mr. 
Qjgt n, haj said thif condoned Is* 

J fmt shipmeftft of araftto Iran. And aren't 
you, in effaHT sendf ftjfc tfrg ve message 
you always said you q||jBwar.<; to send? 
Areft'tycpj tppng fej&rtV(fts either you or 
your stati^^onsor^^ich'ln this case was 
Iran—can ^&un froragafte holding of hos¬ 
tages? 

The Qmtidjtnt. 

where __ 

gaine4|^^ng. They 
They 
ie pre 

just grateful, 
them. As a 

been so muchrpubllcity, we 
two more that we wire 




I don't see 
iostage-hol deri 
f% get anything. 
* ; whatever is 
t about, I'm 
that we got 
here had not 
Nuld have had 
^ing. 

~ews)? 

d the arms 
other nations, 
it—public* 
ly, you con- 
breaking of 
States. How 


Sam [Sa 

& Mr. 

embargo on^/ou 
our iilllfrpsqjfcnletIj 
ly. But at'the same 
cede you 

that embargo by the 
can you justify thft du 
The was duplic¬ 
ity. did 

not in any balance 

between st what we 

were aimfl|Hor, I think, mage it worth¬ 
while. And this was *-wtfrtfw our own 
embargo; the now and 

for the future^^trjnFciUfi<j»hat I out¬ 
lined here in my ojStfting ittf^ient—first 
of all, to try and eft eblish §jlationshio 
with a court*great tRategic im¬ 


portance to peace and everything else in 
the Middle East, at the same time, also, to 
strike a blow against terrorism, and to get 
our hostages back, as we did. And this par¬ 
ticular thing was, we felt, necessary in order 
to make the contacts that we made and that 
could lead to better relations with us. And 
there was a fourth item, also, as I pointed 
out. 

Q. Sir, if ! may, the polls show that a lot 
of American people just simply don’t 
believe you. But the one thing that you've 
had going for you, more than anything else 
in your Presidency, your credibility, has 
been severely damaged. Can you repair it? 
What does it mean for the rest of your Pres¬ 
idency? 

% The President, Well, I imagine I'm the 
only one around who wants to repair it, and 
I didn't have anything to do with damaging 

it. 

Bill (Bill Plante, CBS News)? 

Q. Sir. President, you say that the equip¬ 
ment which was shipped didn't alter the 
military balance. Yet several things: We un¬ 
derstand that there were 1,000 TOW anti¬ 
tank missiles shipped by the U.$. The U S. 
apparently condoned shipments by Israel 
and other nations of other quantities of 
arms as an ancillary part of this deal—not 
directly connected, but had to condone it, 
or the shipments could not have gone for¬ 
ward, sir. So, how can you say that it cannot 
alter the military balance? And how can 
you say, sir, that it didn’t break the law, 
when the National Security Act of 1977 
plainly talks about timely notification of 
Congress and also, sir, stipulates that if the 
national security required secrecy the Presi¬ 
dent is still required to advise the leader¬ 
ship and the chairmen of the intelligence 
committees? 

The President Bill, everything you've 
said here is based on a supposition that is 
false. We did not condone and do not con¬ 
done the shipment of arms from other 
countries. Ana what was the other point 
that you made here- 

Q. There were the antitank missiles, sir. 

The President Oh no, about the—that it 
didn’t—no, that it didn't violate the—or 
that did violate the law. No, as I’ve said, the 
President, believe it or not, does have the 
power if, in his belief, national security can 
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be served to waive the provisions of that 
law as well as to defer the notification of 
the Congress on this. 

Q. Isn't it possible that the Iraqis, sir, 
might think that a thousand antitank mis¬ 
siles was enough to alter the balance of that 
war? 

The President. This is a purely defensive 
weapon. It is a shoulder-carried weapon. 
And we don’t think that in this defensive 
thing—we didn’t add to any offensive 
power on the part of Iran. We know that 
Iraq has already announced that they would 
be willing to settle the conflict, as we’ve 
said, with no winners or losers. And the 
other parts happened to be spare parts for 
an antiaircraft Hawk battery. And, as I say, 
all of those weapons could be very easily 
carried in one mission. 

Now, I think—Charles (Charles Bier* 
bauer, Cable News Network). 

Q. Mr. President, I don't think it’s still 
clear just what Israel's role was in this. The 
questions that have been asked about a con¬ 
doned shipment. We do understand that 
the Israelis sent a shipment in 1985, and 
there were also reports that it was the Is¬ 
raelis that contacted your administration 
and suggested that you make contact with 
Iran. Could you explain what the IsraeR 
role was here? 

The President. No, because we, as I say, 
have had nothing to do with other countries 
or their shipment of arms or doing what 
they're doing. And, no, as a matter of fact, 
the first ideas about the need to restore 
relations between Iran and the United 
States, or the Western World for that 
matter, actually began before our adminis¬ 
tration was here. But from the very first, if 
you look down the road at what could 
happen and perhaps a change of govern¬ 
ment there, that it was absolutely vital for 
the Western World and to the hopes for 
peace in the Middle East and all for us to 
be trying to establish this relationship. And 
we worked—oh, it started about 18 months 
ago, really, as we began to find out some 
individuals that it might be possible for us 
to deal with and who also were looking at 
the probability of a further accident. 

Trudie? 

Q. Can I follow up please, if I may, on 
that? The contacts that you’re suggesting 
are with moderates in the Iranian Govern¬ 



ment and in the Iranian system. BaVry 1 
Coldwater tonight said in his judgment 
there are no moderates in f ran. 
mean to suggest that there may not 6e, but 
how did you know that you were reaching 
the moderates? And how do yoK^efine a - 
moderate in that kind of a government?. 

The President. Well, again, you’re asking 
questions that I cannot get into with regard 
to the answers. But believe me, we had 
information that led us to believe jjfetheje. 
are factions within Iran, and manJBflhe# 
with an eye toward the fact that ^^thirjT 
sooner rather than later there is gS 
a change in the government there: 
there is great dissatisfaction amc 
people in Iran. 

Trudie {Trudie Fieldman, Transfeatures)?~ 
Arms Reduction Negotiations *** 

Q. Mr. President, could we turn 
Soviet relations for a moment, pleamifcr— 

The President. I’d be delighted. [Laugh- 
ter] 

Q. Your chief arms negotiator, Max Kam- 
pelman, said that as a result of your meet¬ 
ing with Mr. Corbachev in Iceland that 
there indeed were substantial results an< 
agreements. But the leadership of th i' 
Soviet Union say that there were no resulTsT- 
nothing positive, and the area is wMdeijr 
scattered still. How do you propose, in the 
remainder of your term, to close the gap for 
an agreement? 

The President. Well, Trudie, the things 
about that situation, they are not 
scattered. All the agreements, or 
ent places where we agreed at 
are on the table now with our a 
tors in Geneva. And for the first time 
was an agreement reached on the <****£*' 
ity of eliminating all strategic nuclear mis¬ 
siles in a 5-year period and then jhaJi ng 
with the intermediate-range 
many. And just before the jflSHEoke 
up was the first time that-i^HB®gfr*yi 
been our purpose, and it was our fpbtose 
when we went there, to see if this 
are the destabilizing weapons, the se age 
weapons that people in their mind^fim 
ture someone pushes a button~3fed 
places blow up. And we always th<H^ 
if we could make a start on thos ej^ Ns^est w 
bilizing missiles, and then we cotflfr work on i 
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to the other nuclear weapons—bombs car¬ 
ried by airplanes and so forth. And we had 
gone there with the express purpose of 
seeing if we could arrive at some kind of a 
settlement on one or the other of these 
other two missile types. And it was just 
before the meeting broke up that for the 
first time they suggested that they were 
talking about all nuclear weapons, not just 
the others. Well, there was no time for us to 
discuss them—this new force that was in 
there. 

But I think Mr. Kampelman was saying 
right—that l just call to your attention that 
never in the history of the Soviet Union has 
a Soviet leader ever publicly proposed 
eliminating weapons they already have. 
And this Soviet leader has. He has talked 
actually of totally eliminating them. And so 
the only thing I can say to this is—I know 
they are difficult to deal with—but all [ can 
say is they're still at the table in Geneva, 
and the proposals are still there. So, 1 con¬ 
tinue to be optimistic. 

Q. I just want to follow up. Do you think 
you’re going to see Mr. Corbachev again 
during your term, or do you think he is 
thinking that he’ll wait for the next Presi¬ 
dent to negotiate an arms control agree¬ 
ment? 

The President . Well, I have to believe 
there is reason for optimism, because he 
himself suggested the Iceland meeting as a 
forerunner to the summit that was sup¬ 
posed to take place in the United States. 
And all 1 can do is recall that when the 
Soviets, sometime ago, got up and walked 
out of the Ceneva arms meetings, because 
we were installing medium-range—the 
Pershings and the cruise missiles in Europe. 
And they walked out and said, “That does 
it." Well, they came back. 

Q. Do you have a date- 

The President. What? 

Q. Do you have a date to meet them 
again? 

The President. No, that's what we’re wait¬ 
ing for—is for them to give us a date. 

lran*V.S. Relations 

Q. Mr. President, going back over your 
answers tonight about the arms shipments 
and the numbers of them, are you telling us 
tonight that the only shipments with which 
we were Involved were the one or two that 


followed your January 17th finding and* 
that, whatever your aides have said on 
background or on the record, there were 
other shipments with which the U.S. con¬ 
doned? 

The President. That's right. I'm saying 
nothing, but the missiles that we sold—and 
remember, there are too many people that 
are saying "gave." They bought them. 

Andrea (Andrea Mitchell, NBC News]? 

Q. Mr. President, to follow up on that: 
We've been told by the Chief of Staff,* 
Donald Regan, that we condoned—this gov¬ 
ernment condoned—an Israeli shipment 9t 
September of 1985, shortly before the re¬ 
lease of hostage Benjamin Weir. That was ♦ 
months before your intelligence finding on 
January 17th that you say gave you the 
legal authority not to notify Congress. Now, 
can you clear that up—why this govern¬ 
ment was not in violation of its arms embar¬ 
go and of the notification to Congress foe 
having condoned American-made weapons 
shipped to Iran in September of 1945? 

The President. Well, no, I've never, heard 
Mr. Regan say that, and 111 ask him about 
that. Because we believe in the embargo, 
and as I say, we waived it for a specific 
purpose, in fact, with four goals in mind. 

Yes. 

Q. Can I just follow up on that for a 
second, sir, because what is unclear to, I 
think, many people in the American public 
is why—if you are saying tonight that there 
will be no further arms shipments to Iran— 
why you won’t'cancel the January 17th in¬ 
telligence finding so that you can put to 
rest any suggestion that you might again, 
without notification and in complete secre¬ 
cy and perhaps with the objection of some 
of your Cabinet members, continue to ship 
weapons if you think that it is necessary? 

The President No, I have no intention of 
doing that, but at the same time, we are 
hopeful that we’re going to be able to con¬ 
tinue our meetings with these people, these 
individuals. 

Q. But you won’t cancel the intelligence 
finding? 

The President 1 don’t know whether it’s 
called for or whether I have to wait until 
we’ve reported to Congress and all. I don’t 
know just what the technicality legally is on 
that. 
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Q. Y« Mr President Why do you 
think—its strategic position not withstand* 
lng—the American people would ever sup¬ 
port weapons to the Ayatollah Khomeini? 

The President. We weren't giving them 
to the Ayatollah Khomeini It's a strange 
situation. As I say, we were dealing with 
individuals, and we believe that those—and 
some of those individuals are in govern¬ 
ment, in positions in government. But it 
was not a meeting officially of the United 
States head of state and the Iranian head of 
state. But these people, we believed, and 
their closeness to the Iran military was such 
that this was necessary to let them know, 
number one, that we were serious and sin¬ 
cere in our effort about good relations and 
also that the? /ere dealing with the head of 
government over here, that this wasn’t 
something coming out of some agency or 
bureau, that I was behind it. 

Q. Well, sir, if that's the case, some have 
asked that if Libya occupied a strategical 
position as Iran did, would you then arm 
Qadhafi and bomb Khomeini? 

The President Believe me, that's about as 
hypothetical a question as anyone could 
imagine. The situations are quite different. 

Q. Mr. President, you said that you were 
not swapping—or you did not think you 
were swapping arms for hostages. But did it 
ever occur to you, or did it never occur to 
you, that certainly the Iranians would see it 
that way and that they might take it as an 
inducement to take more hostages, especial¬ 
ly in light of the fact that they’ve released 
three but taken three more? 

The President No, to the best of our 
knowledge, Iran does not own or have au¬ 
thority over the Hizballah. 1 They cannot 
order them to do something. It is apparent 
that they, evidently, have either some per¬ 
suasion—and they don’t always succeed— 
but they can sometimes persuade or pres¬ 
sure the Hizballah into doing what they did 
in this instance. And as I say, the Iranian 
Government had no hostages, and they 
bought a shipment from us. And we, in 
turn—I might as well tell you that we, in 
turn, had said when they wanted to kind of 
know our position and whether we were 


1 Radical ShVite group operating in Leba¬ 
non. 


trustworthy and all of this—we told th/m 
that we did not want to do business with 
any nation that openly backed terrorism. 
And they gave us information that they did 
not. And they said also that they had some 
evidence that there had been a lessening of 
this on the part of the Khomeini and the 
government and that they’d made some 
progress. As a matter of fact, some individ¬ 
uals associated with terrorist acts had been 
put in prison there. And so that was when 
we said, "Well, there’s a very easy way for 
you to verify that if that’s the way you feel, 
and they’re being held hostage in Leba¬ 
non." 

Q. Well, if I can follow up: If your arms 
shipments had no effect on the release of 
the hostages, then how do you explain the 
release of the hostages at the same time 
that the shipments were coming in? 

The President No, I said that at the time 
I said to them that there was something 
they could do to show their sincerity. And i 
they really meant it that they svere not in 
favor of backing terrorists, they could begin 
by releasing our hostages. And as a matter 
of fad, I believe and have reason to believe 
that we would have had all five of them by 
this last weekend, had it not been for the 
attendant confusion that arose here in the 
reporting room. 

You don’t have your red mittens on. 

Q. On that point, you said earlier, and 
you said just now again, that, but for the 
publicity, two other hostages would ha\e 
been returned home by now. As you know, 
the publicity began in a Syrian-backed, pro- 
Syrian magazine- 

The President Yes. 

Q. -in Lebanon. My question is, there¬ 

fore, are you suggesting that someone who 
was a party to this sabotaged it by deliber¬ 
ately leaking that original report? 

The President To our best information, 
the leak came from a person in government 
in Iran and not one of the people that we 
were dealing with, someone that would be 
more hostile to us. And that individual gave 
the story to the magazine, and the maga¬ 
zine then printed the story there in Beirut. 

Q. Mr. President, there has been an obvi¬ 
ous change in policy towards Iran: from re¬ 
fusing to deal with a terrorist state to even 
sending weapons as a gesture of good will. 
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Would you consider, in the name of the 
same geopolitical interest that you invoked 
with Iran, changing your policy towards 
Nicaragua? 

The President No, and I believe that I’ve 
answered that question, I think, more than 
once here—that no, we still hold to our po¬ 
sition, and Iran officially is still on our list of 
nations that have been supporting terror¬ 
ism. But I'm talking about the people that 
we were doing business with, and they gave 
us indication and evidence that that policy 
was changing. And so, as I said, to give 
them more prestige and muscle there 
where they were, we made this sale. 

Nicaragua 

Q. Then, Mr. President, would you con¬ 
sider breaking diplomatic relations with 
Nicaragua to increase the pressure on the 
Sandinista government? 

The President. No, we have not thought 
of that, and we stili believe very much in 
supporting the contras . because we believe 
in the contras cause. The contras have 
made it plain that all they seek is to be able 
to put enough pressure on the Sandinista 
government for that government to negoti- 
te with them and the people of Nicaragua 
for the kind of government that they alto¬ 
gether had promised when they were fight¬ 
ing the resolution against the Somoza dicta¬ 
torship. And it was the Sandinistas who, as 
Communist groups usually do, simply, when 
the revolution was over, they did every¬ 
thing they could to get rid of their fellow 
revolutionaries, and they seized power and 
created a totalitarian Communist State. 

Now, the Sandinista—or the contras have 
never proposed overthrowing the govern¬ 
ment. They have repeatedly offered and 
said; 'We simply want to be able to negoti¬ 
ate and have a chance to have the govern¬ 
ment installed that we d promised the Or¬ 
ganization of American States we were 
fighting for/* So, I think we continue to 
help them, but we believe that there is a 
value in maintaining relations. It gives us a 
listening post in Nicaragua. 

lran-U.S. Relations 

Q. Mr. President, there is a mood in 
Washington tonight of a President who is 
very much beleaguered, very much on the 
defensive. Why don’t you seize the offen¬ 


sive by giving your Secretary’ of State a vote 
of confidence declaring that all future 
covert activities will have his support and 
by shaking up the National Security Council 
in such a w ay as to satisfy the concerns in 
Congress that it has been running a para¬ 
military operation out of the basement of 
the White House in defiance of the State 
Department and the Congress? 

The President The State Department—or 
the Secretary of State was involved, the Di¬ 
rector of the CIA was involved, in what we 
were doing and, as I said before, there are 
certain laws in which, for certain actions, I 
would not have been able to keep them a 
secret as they were. But these people 
you've mentioned have been involved—do 
know what was going on. And 1 don’t see 
that the action that you've suggested has 
called for it. But what you've disappointed 
me the most in is suggesting that I sound 
defensive up here. I’ve just been trying to 
answer all your questions as well as I can. 
And I don't feel that I have anything to* 
defend about at all. With the circumstances 
the way they were, the decision I made I 
still believe was the correct decision, and I 
believe that we achieved some portion of 
our goals. 

Q. Sir. President, do you believe that any 
of the additional hostages will be released? 

The President . I have to believe that. 

Q. And during any of these discussions 
with your administration, was there ever 
any hint or suggestion that these weapons 
might be used to topple the Ayatollah? 

The President. No, and I don’t see In any 
way how that could be, with the particular 
things that we were using I don’t see 
where the Ayatollah could be a logical 
target for an antiaircraft missile or even for 
a TOW missile for that matter. 

Q, Mr. President, you made an exception 
for the arms embargo when you thought it 
was in the US. interest to do so. Why 
shouldn’t other nations ship weapons to 
Iran when they think it’s in their interests? 

The President. Well, I would like to see 
the indication as to how it could be in their 
interest. I know that there are other nations 
that feel as we do that the Western World 
should be trying to find an avenue to get 
Iran back where it once was—and that is in 
the family of democratic nations and the 
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family of nations that want peace in the 
Middle East and so forth. 

Q . How, Mr. President—if I may follow 
up—how does shipping weapons to Iran 
help bring them back into the community 
of nations? You've acknowledged that you 
were dealing with only a small portion of 
the government? 

The Prttident I was talking of strength* 
ening a particular group who needed the 
prestige that that could give them, who 
needed that, well, that bargaining power, 
themselves, within their own ranks. 

Jerry (Jeremiah O’Leary, Washington 
Times]? 

Q. Mr. President, I believe you may have 
been slightly in error in describing a TOW 
as a shoulder-mounted weapon. It's a 
ground-to-ground weapon. Red-eye is the 
shoulder weapon, but that's beside the 
point. TOW's are used to destroy tanks. 

The President Yes, I know, Jeny, I know 
;t’s a tank weapon. 

Q. I don't think it's fired from your shoul¬ 
der. 

The Pretident Well, now— [laughter] —if 

1 have been misinformed, then I will yield 
on that. But it was my understanding that 
that is a man-carried weapon, and we have 
a number of other shoulder-borne weapons. 

Q. I did have a question, though. [Lough- 
ter) 

The Pretident You mean that wasn’t a 
question? [Laughter) 

Q . No, sir, I thought I knew what a TOW 
was. 

I just wanted to ask you what would be 
wrong at this stage of the game, since ev¬ 
erything seems to have gone wrong that 
could possibly go wrong, like the Murphy 
Law, the Reagan Law, the O’Leary Law, 
this week—what would be wrong in saying 
that a mistake was made on a very high-risk 
gamble so that you can get on with the next 

2 years? 

The Pretident Because I don’t think a 
mistake was made. It was a high-risk 
gamble, and it was a gamble that, as I've 
said, I believe the circumstances warranted. 
And 1 don’t see that it has been a fiasco or a 
great failure of any kind. We still have 
those contacts. We still have made some 
ground. We got our hostages back—three of 
them. And so, I think that what we did was 


right, and we're going to continue on this 
path. 1 i 

Federal Aid to the Homelett 

Q. Mr. President, Mr. President, please 
one domestic question, would you please? 
Sir, this is the question- 

The Pretident Helen, will you yield to 
this? 

Q . This is a question that will not wait. 
It’s cold weather out there, and the grow¬ 
ing number of hungry and cold people who 
are homeless in all of our cities—and these 
volunteers that you urge to take part in this 
and try to help have now made their sur¬ 
veys across the Nation. They've come back 
and said we can’t feed the hungry and take 
care of the homeless by ourselves. We’ve 
got to have Federal help. You have no 
policy in the White House, I believe, to do 
this, and you’re now just leaving this to 
local government and local groups. They 
can’t take care of it. Won’t you please give 
us a federally coordinated program with 
long-time planning? 

The Pretident I think that in things of 
that kind we are still spending more than 
has ever been spent before trying to help 
the needy. I will be very pleased to look 
into that particular facet and see if there is 
some snafu there, but l don't think so. 8ut I 
do think that many of these programs are 
being undertaken at a State and at a local 
level and with the aid of Federal financing 
But I’ll look into it. 

Q. They’re doing a great job, sir, but they 
simply say themselves—the churches, the 
nonprofits—we can’t do it sufficiently. The 
number is growing so rapidly. They’ve got 
to have Federal help. 

The Pretident No, well, as I’m saying. 
I’m going to find out, because I think and 
believe that there if such help. I just read 
this morning in the paper about a needy 
family in New York that is being put up in 
a hotel, and the cost to welfare just for the 
rent of the hotel room is 337,000 a year. 
And I wonder why somebody doesn’t build 
them a house for $37,000? 

Note: The President's 39th news conference 
began at 8.-01 p-m. in the East Room at the 


1590 



1324 


Administration of Ronald Reagan , 1986 / Now 20 


Whitt House . /f ujoi broadcast live on na¬ 
tionwide radio and television. 

Before answering the last series of ques¬ 
tions, the President addressed Helen Thomas, 
who as the senior member of the White 
Hoiks press corps indicates when the news 
confefeqce has ended . 


Iran-United States Relations 


Statement by the President. 
November 19, 1986 


There may be some misunderstanding of 
one of my answers tonight. There wu a 
thkd oewtry involved in our secret project 
with ben. But taking this into account, aH 
of the ahlpmenta of the token amounts of 
defensive arms and parts that I have au« 
t hecited or condoned taken in total could 
be placed aboard a single cargo aircraft. 
This includes all shipments by the United 
States or any third country. Any other ship¬ 
ments by third countries were not author¬ 
ized by the U.S. Government. 

Note: The President's statement refers to his 
news conference . 

The National Floral Emblem of the 
United States of America 
The Rose 


Proclamation 5574 . November 20, 1986 


By the President of the United States 
of America 

A Proclamation 

Americans have always loved the flowers 
with which God decorates our land. More 
often than any other flower, we hold the 
rose dear as the symbol of life and love and 
devotion, of beauty and eternity. For the 
love of man and woman, for the love of 
mankind and God, for the love of country, 
Americans who would speak the language 
of the heart do so with a rose. 

We see proofs of this everywhere. The 
study of fossils reveals that the rose has ex¬ 
isted in America for age upon age. We have 
always cultivated roses in our gardens. Our 


first President, George Washington, bred 
roses, and a variety he named after his 
mother is still gTOwn today. The White 
House itself boasts a beautiful Rose Garden. 
We grow roses in all our fifty States. We 
find roses throughout our art, music, and 
literature. We decorate our celebrations 
and parades with roses. Most of all, we 
present roses to those we love, and we 
lavish them on our altars, our civil shrines, 
and the final resting places of our honored 
dead. 

The American people have long held a 
special place in their hearts for roses. Let us 
continue to cherish them, to honor the love 
and devotion they represent, and to bestow 
them on all we we love just as God has 
bestowed them on us. 

-The Congress, by Senate Joint Resolution 
"159, has designated the rose as the National 
Floral Emblem of the United States and au¬ 
thorized and requested the President to 
issue a proclamation declaring this fact. 

Now, Therefore, I, Ronald Reagan, Presi¬ 
dent of the United States of America, do 
hereby proclaim the rose as the National 
Floral Emblem of the United States of 
America. - 

In Witness Whereof, 1 have hereunto set 
my hand this twentieth day of November, 
in the year of our Lord nineteen hundred 
and eighty-six, and of the Independence of 
the United States of America the two hun¬ 
dred and eleventh. 

Ronald Reagan 

[Piled with the Office of the Federal Regis¬ 
ter, J 1:02 a m., November 21, 79d6] 


President's Commission on Executive 
Exchange 


Executive Order 12574. November 20, J986 


Establishing an Experimental Pro¬ 
cram Within the Presidents Commis¬ 
sion on Executive Exchance 

By the authority vested in me as Presi¬ 
dent by the Constitution and statutes of the 
United States of America, including the Ex- 
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* In late Ifovtmber 1I$S« « CIA proprietary airline wu 
ehirttud to tarry cargo to Iran at the NSC's request* tha 
cargo was dtscribed to ue as oil drilling apart pacta* 

Although wa did not knot it at tHt tint# tha cargo was actually 
II Hawk ml talas. Tha chronolty of tha Incident it aa followsi 


n 


On 2) November, 


reaberJ^HS^the HOC contacted tha Agency with an 
urgent request A m t he m araf a dlacraat# reliable airline 
that could tranaport bulky oil-drilling parte to an unspecified 
daatination in tha Niddle Kaat. 

wa offered tha nata of the CtA'e proprietary airline aa a 
company which could handle tha NSC request. Tha NSC paaaad tha 
ntme of our airline to U n it imseamediesy Ii ma 

Hi# . 

In tha interio. wa contacted our airline and told than that 
they would ba receiving an urgent# legitimate charter rsquest. 
The NSC intermediary contacted the airline that evening (22 
November^arrangeaenta for the airline to pick-up the 

The destination watyd^anged to Tel Aviv an* two o f »> 
9trTnTTl Soeing 707's/arrived In Tel Aviv 2J Novenber# The 
cargo waa ultimately loaded onto only one of the aircraft. 
Loading was completed bj^^feyember and the alrcraf^oroceeded 
to Iran via a atop ei^^^^Kod then overflyin^HHHHAt 
the NSC's request. anoroftne protection of our aTTeraTrr we 
helped arrange for the overflight clearances. •__ * + 

To the beat of our knowledge#*the i ntevmedlaiy did no t vnow 


Hitei 

that the was dealing with a CIAproprietary . 

personnel know what they were carrying. n ^ E grT i i rdiat^ ^HtO 
out that our airline had hauled lawk missies into Iran until 
mid-January when we were told by the Iranians. 

The airline was pald*the normal commercial rate which 
amounted to approsimately 1127,700. t ahould atreaa that the 
. airline does a considerable amount of normal buaineaa in 

addition to ita support to CIA. It had. in fact, made aw^wW*i<i 
lifiai-atr ftinto Tehran carrying coomarcial items prior 
to the 22-25 November incident. 

Senior CIA management found out about the flight on 25 
r e be we ay. Although we did not know the nature of the cargo, *e 
thought that any future support of this type to the NSC would 
require e rinding. 
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SUSJCCTi CIA Airline Involvement 

% 

In lit« November ifi$, a CIA pro prietary ai rline was'*“™ — 
chartered to carry carqo to Iran«*£s 50 B^msca 5 D 0 fo*« 9 t the 
carqo was described to us aa oil dfillinq apart parts. 

Although we did not tnow it at the tint, the carqo was actually 
li Hew* missies. Tha chronoiqy of tha incident is as folio*#: 

f^On IX November^/** l^tht HSC contacted tha Aqency with an 
urgent reques t a discraat. raliaola airlma 

that could transport bulty oil-dritlinq parts to an umpccifitd 
destination in tha Middle fait. 


we offered tha name of tha CtA'a proprietary airline aa a 
company which could handle tha NSC requests Tha NSC passed tha 
neat of Jg* to the M^a ^ yaad > aif **i a s il>» liulm , 

in orffo^ Lntarif f wa contacted our airline and told the* that 
th,y JS*^ baTacelvinq an urqent, leqit imete* char tar request. 
Tha contracted the airline that evening (|| 

HovembeM.and aada arranaaaenta for tha airline AO pict-up the 
parts 

Tha d estination waa^anqad to Tel^Aviv md two _ 

ThTtirl Sooinf 707'e/arr ived InTti Aviv n November. The 
carqo was ultimately loaded onto only one of tha aircraft. 
Loadinq was compltted^^^^rovamber and tha airc raft otoce edtd 
to Iran via a atop than overf 1/ 

tha NSC's request, an^W^TlrTiotaction ot our 
helped err*nqe tor tha ovarfliqht clearances. — 

***** 


wa 


our Anowladqa,The 


did* #ir1i 


tha C^hey pm mqeallno with a CIA propr iaVary, nor 
personnel knew what they were carryinq. iWe — rt » ei» did 
out that our airline had hauled Newt misdlee into Iran 
mid-January whan we were told by the Iranians. 

>—— V*% OjA w 


not »»i» 
na 

not find 
until 




The airline was paid the normal commercial rata which 
amounted to apprbalmataly 1127,700. I should stress that the 
airline does s considerable amount of normal business in 
, addition to its support to CIA. It had, in fact, made awW,u.x4A 

Vp^UbiataAm fliqht Into Tehran carryinq commercial items prior 
to the 2J-2S November incident. 


Senior CIA manaqement found out about the fliqht on IS 
Mteeo+y. Althouqh we did not fcnow the nature of the carqo. *e 
thouqht that any future support of this type to t h e NS C would 
require a./Jodis** 
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» «* *M., »4II */ l W> M .fm m. * «, mt.*, 

***** k* *** **' **M/ *M *tt* m <M M MMTi 
*' **'* ** ***** *********** N M« *M M U* •<•*•*( lmlI u ||r M l 

m M*trMUUf *f okmim *u» •rruini u Im M irr^ <M 

“***•" * *“***• *** •*'• •* «•«. im m.m mtm. M l, , 

»f ****** '• “• «***••• m 4*wU«* iw if Ul i nrtllN UK W.I i>.« 

•tfrt. I OtllNtl/ ***411 WfMlM* m*«IKI*| tut 104 m**M tr MO 
*********** •** 1 * *• **• <*Ur* rtlitiMMift 4it» Km m* km'j jfiitp. 
imfUH4 <• tM (Mt.«Ht m* MNit uttKmiM Mir 

s -* ;< •» *» 


(@> C.U-.4 


^ rt ‘*=< Wgiy 
1 *Wbxi <f tl 55 
*»• * > 


fflicuwii 
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H 10008 


CU*» ut mm ««t iiim u muhm i m 1 >hi 

IlfHta Utt <•*!« UMIMft talk? •tt'trtlhftf tam It *0 


uniMtiM u ita mt*U Utt. m Mil 


IM « ttatf’ttlta *t MM MUM 


tun imtt tlMit# taftUri/ Ita* ta ittattatii 

tatttaf ita tati«i Cl* Uta ita irp Mtaiitta ff <1 dm hhiIii., 4 

Mtaft Ita * 1 ** t*t «• r *l A«l»* Ita ftlttl mta tall ita urn «*t IMM 

tarti rtf ita *n ruita am mt t* ft utt r*f<t. OiJHUiK<m 


IMI I* tfttf It ttatHt Ita M <tiN 

t*t rilfta cttt'ttan ut* Ita*. On H tata—f UH. tta pitta irtata* ita 
am i* rttatt. Tt tta tatt *r m imiMfi, taHtaf ita lirttin Mr tta 

IfMltta ktav ttal ttay mm tatllftf «H* i CIA tftaft*Uf?« taf ««* AlMIta 
tafltatal Ita Mil tta? MM ttfffU** Tta tirllta tat HI* tta ta/tal 
(MNMUl tat* tali* MtatM It A#fta*l«*l«l? IUF,WO. I ItatU Utall 

utt tta tirlita tat* t cttaittfttl* WMt «r mmii mvmii m ttauu* 


taf AMMtttt Mtai Utatttf rtf tatfMitta ttataftita Ut nifti 
mittt tf tta illttta tfftKf tf tta rttalfttatl. tata ita taMr •irtcitr 

•ta ctataltta ta tt ta M tatr. H tat taiitat itat ta tat I* tat ttafita m? 
rtttft ttataf* *r m*tat t»tt irta i* ut hmki tf i fiNt**. 



uiuM iccincn 
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UNCLASSIFIED 

N y 0009 

in IN IM (|fMl I Ktmil tf IM Nlllltl'lf *f 

«u* IfMiM tfflCUU, IMMIM iMt»| IMlI 1 1 tW 

M IIIMlltf Mf «M rmi M4 ta IMwCt «»* II «M IM*' '•"***§ «'l» 

tMII MHl»f UK NtlHtli Ht II IN «P t«t « f IN *IN 

fKVMtlNU. fMft «9f« «lfftr«MCI *1 • l*Mt tM |M1flt«ll|| «r till 
Hll(y. Ht H Ml Madly #M1«M tint It W4«ll M NM«M. 

t Ittt. HC MiHiM, l*t« MUHl' ***’*•'♦ *tt< 

m iMMA * 11 * Ilf Ml 1 ifMdllt *M IN (fMIM *a»atMttt «M Ml tM'f 
l*ttf*M1<f7 i* I** IfMIM fCMTf-Mt. At till MUM. M. MlHlM 
ItatM Nf full If NM«I«| tN MlatIMMIf *>t* lf*l NN IMII: 

.. ptfiHH * faratla Mr rttit#aHi»i*t a iifitti’t fiUnMiM# 

•It* tMfM. 

.. imSH tm (fM«lfM Mf m MMfMU taw. 

.. CMNIMIH l'M « CNH «l» WNft f»f tiff#"**. 

.. mWH HMN t** tMfltMlal UUfMtJ if I'M M4 

CMrtiMiltf Myi II (I#taf IMUI Mtivittat i* tm rt|ia*. 
am iiaif uat u uu rdatta*t*tt m h»u mm i'» 
t# «m lu u actirva um nIhn d mt»f* wtafM i* tMaw. 

•m titt mm u altar unt m mil ** aaa Mat* Mt mhh 4f * 1 

f#f MttafM. IMi Mtur Ml (UMM *•*«• Mttrd umi .ill un irnuMt 
a«M hum i* t m *atit*d merit* finm»$ im Okcm*' "* f * rl ** # t'». 

o. 1? Jr rr r IM. • tmuattui dMi*f mi Ht-na luattt^ tm Cl* t* 
»wi#t MMMiMai «m mmtui mam far * km'm i»m« at (U 
a aaf! mhiu fMTMul it Ira*. It) att«ui*l *MilH»ma u attawM t>a 

t.ffMt IfMiM IMfMM I latMIIMf .It* WM<t ta m N.fHfl AM -HI 

ftimt It tmmit acta. aM (S) fertatriai tm rdMM af am<um mmtai 
MU ta Mir* #M KtMMiM fmNf urwiit Ktl U imm fraMt. 

1 
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UNCLASSIFIED 

l. 


* 10010 


TM MM'*« till** IMI IM VM M»lf fftiiH |lw«l| •MM' 

tM iitKM IM Htywn i «f Ira am im Hvi^i mitM Mtin*) 

'» II **»WI IM (rHililM; if iNM dUHU '» IMif It 

IdllTt « «IM tHIMU IC M f' NM 1' IrM I; IM*' mill; It 

mu' nin'tii ii n f H mif cnii^, 

t' (H IN »Mti«t*t ((MUM IM CU l« M^««' ''M rfrtt'O't 

IM f'M'M It tM CtM'Itt mil tlMMlft IlfHlN. fM fi'H'l •«» f l1'NM 
H i' tjr IN All»r *«7 IinnI. 

At tN I tat IN iNttfHttll flMltf Nl N»M tMftN. INI CU't OffMt 
• f UNfll CtMItl INitiM IM IttlY ttl'lt* I'll IM INIIINI 'It IM 
iHtmUy «• itlANlI |Mt* MtUt If MtmitM ^1* tM CtMMII. StCUt* M< 
tf IM MlllMl Stctfit/ Ml UKIIlt/ ri^NI IMI NllMcim* |f 'Ml»lt|mi 
HlliUlll It IM Ctaffttl IM1I M INltNI *lt IM tlt#«l CtMMtHl *'t* 

|U tftlUttU tnlMmifl tM ttllfl, iMlatt'l IMIt ItMirrM <M 


Ct'lllMUt*.' 

TM Ml tlM Him IMI IM |Mt1U«tMt CtMUlMt M «'ft«tt if 

Ml It Hitt ftr M 1 U M *<«t *H 4 « fltja ^^py i 


tmfclJr tft* iMj^t-UiMtM^hlTM 
atm tali 


iMf IMI^ 


TM MIIMf It IM OMfUrt Ml tarn IMI H KttflMttUt* 'KHt'fM 
ttliriM tfttlttat't CtaillltlttMl | tM MttMUl im tM 

CMtMintMi MtMiiti mmtHnii; tM MtMmr mi Mt<Mt i* i*»t 
lt|l|l«|l*t Mtcitl. TM la Mttata i KtCtttMt Mfttt MM I* IM XI IN 
IM SKI N rtmtm WNM HUM tM'Ytt IMt MHHI MM'I'M 

if *«* turilltat Malt UN M MtjMt It IM tUtvtllMt OfCMtltMtl 
(WIMUm U Sttlltt Ml tf IM MUtMl SMMU/ Ml. 
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n 10011 

n* Ml iillfMUl m U M*1H W* *• NtWM IMI 

im Ntiftitn mummi* •» im huh jMiifm «urmuim K'v mu'iuhm 

«•• U IN Ml'** N#mi«U| |f IM Klllflt MIN Ml*H‘IM«. N 
t*l| If tN fill if 1**1 KN'M mm »NM, INM «^»N Mf IM I’l'NM 
MIR V.!. »N t'M*Ml H IN NM'CM MtUfH *• imm HU M Ml « 

« imiii' mi. 

tMM Mil »"'r »*• »H»)I ti-K. IN >•<*»<'♦« »' *»• 

|fmM t* w*" H* -'«• •*»• m* mm *•<•»•« (• ">'• '• 

?M M«m Ml tN IN**I« NUN* NUN •MUM. 

*• | «Rl< HI# II •BlUlR IlMttf MM! MI*.*I*H MM *MK«*M If 

C |, i. «*« «»• «>*«»*• ««<• »>*«>»» •• w itKm,r ’ l,M - 

o. ».t ***** \m. *.». •«••••<• <*«>. • .» «m 

,„ M|I wm »i.<n* <Mwa r>). 



f% M UH MM»Ni W •.*. I'M 

«nw« It> ««<" M m* »n« * »uw « •'*» “» 

• IM. TM *"*•.** 

wfc* jjn.j,fiiNi) •*«•• •*“ '** 

f*. VIHlK 1** ****** *• WHl'INtl 

.. ft. IrM'*. tMW*«1»*7 (•**«»'*•'> *•*♦•'* '**“ ’* " 


TIM*tt 


.. n, tmt «*i» »*• * wmtmm «• • ••**"• •.l.-****"* 

Kim II M •••Milt NN• 

.. *..*« t** »*•«. ««• ci* —>« •’»» * *"» 

ii iriiii im mifMi • 

.. m *«*..• *• «***•*•«•• ** ,K '"' t% 

lllMMt II I'M* 

I 


UNCLASSIFIED 




1332 


UNCLASSIFIED 

t , 


H 1001 ? 


¥»IA| tMtt U.j AiIHaa «it MHt'lM »** IM Cl* IKAwM 

• « C«M«I •* n ‘*»4 f«f tN M/CIMH ♦' 1.000 rgw aitlHti in 

iitMUiN cam. 

ON II FMM^. 0/fi(l »F IH'IIMt Mlitl'N tM 1.000 ^ 

<M||'I«I (• 'V(l Ilf*. NM IM* U 

IirMl ^ »*i**A*t (• IrAA. CIA Nt Ml ****•»•« "» IM IMM^AMNUA* 

«f tail i*<aa**i. 

fri I*•!I faAMA'j, v.S. I»K AM CU) AM Immia aff'tuH mi ifli* 

)• Ur—*T (• IMCIII KMlm IN *NfN*|lNf « NMI'M am*| 
afruiili. At t*i» im v.|. Hit h^nnn «t am?ha 1.000 *>n ta 

lr*i H « <1«A* |tf*|i If ¥.». IfNClHtr M IMAAM fv CM r*CPM M mm 
tilnif u. rill NlirKj Nl IIBPCM M tM ilfNiM if N 'MMIM «M 
1i IM (NMKI IA t«MM M ft fMMAr,. ffM 

ll/Ml %• IriA HI HMH A fUM "Af IlfMlI HMMfl. 

* H ^VW7. IM u« V.s. AffUUIl IMfllH u OlM*; *n^i cm7 
HI viti M UIKNH^; AM AA IrAAlAA |Mi M M » | AfM«l#1. it INI MNU*f, 

m I»f I— jfcliiiJl MtllAtl A Mil *r liQlM MtlJlUl lUltaiMl lj l - 

tM tlfftMM MAM AAMI mM fM IM MM •U»U* MIU^M */ 

|M H$f 10 U*A Av^lM CM $MA'I MlfA* JM l f **»*A %tf%t\t) lllH f*^ 

HI hiUUKI U IIUlNlaf IMM MAM MMI At AAAlUiMl KAAf IAN* 

IMMtl Mg IM AMMtAl if IM A1|M«I MlMfH/ »* IM Irtl. 

» ft fAAOM f, t IM V.S. «rfUU!l« Ai IMf IMIIMM IA <A i" ' HA*' 
IMIKII »H* IM (fA*tAM • KAilAM IM IfAAliAA •«(» 1i«tlM lafamitlAA 

IHl^Al ti •MAW'AfA AA [ < A* 1 AA AM HIM M MfMKlt AA AM It IM HN 
|N IMMAM UK'** mf|NII if IM lAAlft l*Mlt IA IM*. 


atiMM lH/llflfH 



1888 


mssina 



H 10013 


NlftA IN A#riI» IN #mtl 4# * #rtH • ,tl 11 

lUrtff IN HM •• IN IfHUN' Mil H INN N'l* ‘NNiff rfl11 
:«n nniiM iinii. 

* > NTtl, |.|. ICIA N«) M tMMlI N#NN*H“ r * •* til* IN 
:t*l* t«t«NN<*f »• ^>1 t§ NNWN NUN* 4«f '•**' ****** 

«« ^ 4 »»fH.l4Nl Ntt'N «•** ** • f,,C ’ <l, ‘ 

O^IN INN Nti'Nl. IN 1 *!•<«•• »Nf NNIUN MN #4l^«NU»N NNN»i 
I1INIIN !• kN Ni t'NIN 4MIMIN NfNtlN «Nf*4»*N *'*1 • UU|f * 
iffNlINNI. 

MM I m hntncm INI N INU Himrni *u» 

:-Nim tint 111*, N II Nf .IN NNINN NiNflBN 4 NCNl •'•!<•* «• 

*#NN If f4NN NtlN4l S*N*Uf NfUN N**UN. KCNN'N * • <* A 

^M4N, * CM N-N.ININ. NUN f IN NC U4M. 4N IN l^h 4N 

;#nhn ihnInnin. 

* II V IM. «*• t****** imiM «*.» *">•* *“*»• - •**-••.* 

fvMHMNmMK MKtlXMl m m Wltl'M- ** ""'H - ,M 

MUMIM MOM . >*— * * '» •»• ,UU ** ' , ** ** 

r«it«mi 

.. m *"u ¥ e-t**'*** i"* 1 ** *•*•'« 

M.1PMM m tM MTtltn •* « *”'«•' <• 

i/ml u l«* •<** «*• *•»• ““ 

.. *•"**• •** uu ** " ,H 

JNH^LihMI W »M *» U«a «M 

i*M ••«'« «r '«■ '*'•*> «• T *J| 

rm irmiw. imimm m %h «** ¥ mvm^ ”_ 

•*« wwmum m !*'«" ••"'•'* «* '* '** 
***** 


r 


ff 


.*• • AAH 
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***** N 10014 

• • fl* Off*** LHMtKI lllMlN 1M H4H 

IMM M'U i( Itiljr Uni 441*. urti hn :*•* 
tl Il'Ml If * »"* 

^•tn orfic# *r i*fitnct MiiwM Ml w •'min t» ««", 

4i^ M'ct Mil U' u iiMtt »? r'Mit 

K'UMU^ lltvlMf* Air 

0* tf Mf, IN V.!. It* uirtltt It fUMt ti« C'4 

pftvIMI Ui MNKI • f IN Ult**l (iMMIIdtlNI *ffU*r »N I 
Ittttltf MNUtN m» CtMUtflUt IlHfllNI It l"rM. TN 

Kt*»ttt trtfttlmtt Itfllttt IN Mild It It* IIM. Ct'tiSM 
It M Itvtlvti it M HNMM *MU*tt »H* tfMtift NfMIMlttwit. 

rut t.l. (it* MMf M i titfit tiftrtft t*n*i *r n<* •»»•»'• ihn 

MTU «HU Ut te»f. NNdf, U HMMpI ^ 

uti ut ffttttr uniat if m mn nm m*u »<; »« ii^mi f*r mtr 
•tlivtnr u I'M MMlM t*n*f KNWI la t«tttM»tl*| IM till***, a* 

_nf mr tMI INM Ittrt ttftl MM tlllMUtj NlliMM It IM*. 

n» n*lf mj mmim* NN mu »iit aif»*it*ti irttut tfficuu. im 

flrvt «lrt€1 tttCMI MMM IM IN ftMT—Mi l It tW *11 f#IM. **. MfirUM 
felt UMMN *••# ** tttttlllt IM mil rtf * • ”* 

cittrif Mtidiiu IM MiMiiift, ctMtrtt. Mt itittntti. rtf rtvt *n 
tit# ttit u mini fir»i*MM im ititftti atm Uti */**■'< »» u*'t* in in 

tfftct If UUNTM IM*. Irtltf trtft#M«UHf •*#'** Ur+% *' «lftMM*. 

•tut Mt MM ftt»*Ml *M MMttM If IMfttfltl! CtHMI tffUIM. tcr*f»IM 
g^4IHM |Mt tM itltdll 1* I fit UMHIN H IM NUIftl. Ml IM IMt'NM 
ttittiitt tf mum M * itttMit |mt pMiHHtmii; iU*m« •'i" tr t« 

KitttiM mmi. MOM IM mu, »*, nftfim mt 

I 


• It I At • 



HrlU'NMK 


tm i mium fff, m * t*t i.l. mmm. wt wf#r «r i itmi 

T.rt n*« MM mmu »• ••* MM* mrti;. 

0» } »»», tN IfMUM K**MN U.W> •IIKm M U* tffUl If 

ututut mi mm m kuhk irm m* 

tmi# •mntt mm mMmtm it in *iu« if Ufimt u MU f i»f 
fKtl MM M I Ni' W M f. A MM C*U1 Krtflfl tlffiN IN !• 


IM7 MTi umMM N « CtA Ilf H#fifiK7 Ilrifin -*’«* 
IlffIM IM •IIIIlH U U/Nl. 


iiNm minm 
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N 10016 

T»l| (M 'KM if Cl* M tMII Kdtltllt 

>/ IN 1’ 1 H4 *r**i#4*(i|i ’ 1 * 01*0 H f u im «• if im mum :*•#, 

N IM«1< NU IMt ft |f (N CM f'P Cl* IIKU. 

0* MH 'KIUH M 'HvllU C0 Kfiiri **y *4ltrtfl «f **; l/k# 

V IMIMM (I l'*» Ml' 1**1 I'lf'M. 4 

| •+*!« hit |« ' 0 i| 0 r «(0 ;M 1 IM f,M| fir t»l I'Kv'PHI If *.'l 
0IUM0I 0 M 0f HH Wlt|, 0 | MU 44 f0f HI |||4()0tN (Mil, MM IM»*0M 
Ij IM (fMMirit. Mi*i trm I'M mi truufiffM i* CL* fi' 

IMMH 10 I (wn fMUM MMHI*, fill HUM IMtHM lMv'1 MIM 
f|f tMtft) . HfNII. *N »CC#w*C4tl1lty 0f *11 'vMIAf IIMiUtM ««(* l*M 

0r#ff 10, TN U 4 * 1 0A fM0t, I ttl|l 0f U 2 .ll’. 000 . MM MMIHM **lt 0 
INttll M(IMt 1* 0 Will MM. 

TM Ml/ (Mil IMl'fM •/ IN CIA 10 t*l| Mllvl'y M*t HMM1I ’0* 



MMMtttf N IMNl fitly M.M, IN mil f0f till I M M * Nvt MM 
(*4f|M tfltn NTMl tMfllltMl KUMI. SIM# til tftttl 1/ Cl* tff'dlU 
l| mllNl’ rtl f|N 14 MKA ttttwMI, It M MMfWM 14 IN C4M 0f IN 
IftM MlrtHM MHN Uhl KM*M Mill N»0 («K«UM IM IttK't/ 
if UN MtlvtlfM* 

ut m MM It OK’Mtly 4 104* INI H Ml 4#*4*MI It ill 1*41 t*l| 
IMUHtit Ml t IMtrVMMial 0N. !»♦* (MM tf Hi Ml liMMIN H»M 

fKMfO MMMIM IMt II Ml I IlM tall M 0 MH| NKIUN. »*tft 
MM N tllvflOM. 


10 


iuim looirtrn 


4 
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wr 

N T 0 0 7 7 

M* <1 I dll' T«, | (MM t| Nt. M IN Mill* «f l**,.,, 

Mt H«f IN #411 ftlf. N Nil IN* M IMNIH it U4Ut»«1 

Itflffttltf '» fell i«ri|M)N Ml NN iMf N N t If l|t|f« HINt C 

irttltM. II Nil If (N Nr »ti Irn. fNn M«l MN W#v» i^mi. 

Tfcll fMtlHlI ’ftMfMlftt Ml iHlKItlHI f|/ HIM IN HUM Itlttf |N^ 

IM SHIII \NtH. It HI IN 4iUI||ritl|i , | IMI I *r HNrM 

IflAIH IMI IM tt rNItUHlI nil «lti IM Hit IN tl 

iltNM tt t*MHl |r|*IM UIHn fn Urrf/IW HI lltlitf It. 

II HI I* Ull CHttlt tMt IM j HftM HI UN tMt Kfitl'M I dH’ 
inn t if iiIhun nnni «nK ff*t tm iiiiin iw iinnii it in 
(mini! ftrvfflt »; fvfftlt'Af tMI INN NN MiNIIH* »• CMIlctl «IK 
tM Hit. 

If I ttittt Mrhtr, I'M 11 Nl H'M tt ft IN/. Ill fMf'IM'l 
IN ltf|tt|1< HI1I1HI fNTNlH tMt It Ull rmt« I MtMl’tUll ft'Ct 
HUH UN V.l. •»M MN tt M«1 vltt. If H tt Nt tltltlllt !>•» tt IM 
firlM tMtlH fwtlttt Hv H will M ftttt v1|M tM Kill# $f III** It 
llttr. It fl tMt ifatlt. 



7 &- 9 N 0-88 - 41 




Exhibit EM-36 


OCt'l I ran Tesdwy for *P$Ct and SSCI 
21 No«««etf 19M 


for the lilt five /tirs* both tne national security conwwjntty *ftd tne 
Intelligence cowgmty nave been teenly aware 4ft<3 constantly concerned ibout 
tne geopolitical position 4no tne strategic significance of Iran. *jcn 
tnowgnt ano effort has been devoted to now h eight develop contacts and 
reUtlonsnips which would provide a better understanding of whet* is happening [ 
there and establish contacts and relationships which eight lead to improved 


TTxhiiTt 

1 &P& 



our laentlfylnp ana ettabllthlnf contact with teaaert In « future Inn. 



In tM early fall «f IMI. M Ncfarlane, after one of the weekly netting* 
which ho at Mtlonet Security Mvitor ane hit aeputy hae with ee ana ey 


deputy, attee no to ttay behind. ho tola ee about aitcuttiont he hae hae at 
the M|hett leveli In (tract ur|lnf the aetirabillty of aitcuttiont with 
offlclalt In (ran ana offering channelt of accent. He tala that, for obvious 
reatont, only a hanafut of people in the Itraell ana taerlcan tovtrnntnti knew 


about thlt effort. Ntfarlane enphatUH that the purpote of tuch aitcuttiont 
wouta be tM future relatlonthlpt with Iran ana Iran't treat importance In 
tM (att*nett aM*JrfaaleJatt«Tkrtian bill eeuatlen. 

‘ ' 7 


r 



0133 
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CIA*• Involvaaent began 1" late hovender until the Agency mt mu ' • 

. ^ to rtca— e nd « reliable airline mat could transport bulky caryo to an 

unipeofidd location tn tnt.Middle lilt. The requlrenent ipecified that it 
bt rtlfaolo ano ablt to novo fait, a proprietary of own »ni<n r»g u !iriy 
took on coMoorctal ventures •<> oengnated. when tht plant got to r*i a v iv, 
tnt pi loti were told tnt cargo «at spare parti for tnt oil fitloi ano .at to 
40 Into Tabrli. OurH^HB^acloot that In ordtr to prottct tna plant, 
mmm mould be HIM to dtaranctt rto 

This *ai tout. On IS Novenber 198S, tht plant OropptO tht cargo tn Tehran. 

To tnt btit of our knowledge, ntltntr tnt Itratllf nor tnt Iranian! know 
that tnty were dealing with a CIA proprlttary. Tht alrllnt Ml paid tht 
nonaal connerciel ratt which mounted to approilMttly $117,700. 

All tnli uai authorlted by our Aitociatt Otputy Olrtctor for Oparatloni. 
t mi out of tnt country at tnt tint and tnt Otputy Olrtctor, tntn in charge, 
approved tnt flight ai an urgent titHon In keeping with tht proprietary '1 
noma) buitneti. lut he directed that m would not provide any future flight! 
Into Iran In the absence of t finding. 

In tnt utantlat, tht Israeli proposal of probing tnt possibility of 
discussions with Iranian officials, including acting snail shipments of aras 
to establish our good faith and to induce then to use their influence ««tn 
those holding tor hostages, was discussed at one or two nettings of tnt nspo 
principals in Oecwber and January. Thera were differences of view about 
the desirability of this policy, but It was decided that it mould be cautiously 
pursued. 

. J . 
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0* 7 Otcomber 19M, Bud Hcfjrlane, man national Security Advlior, MC 
In London with Israeli officials and Che Iranian txpitrUtt wtio wit tneir* 
Intermediary to tht Iranian governmtnt. At this netting, Hr. Ncfarlmt • 
stattd our goal s of pursuing the relationship with Iran ««r« tMit: 

• • Oevitiflg a fonnwl4 for rttitlOl 1 Shlng i strategic rtlitionmip 
with rmrin. 


• • Enam* m# Inn.frig wir on noncribls Urns. 

•• Convincing Inn to cease its support for terrorism, 

• • Helping onsuri tnt territorial Integrity of Inn ino 

coorOInttlng ways to counter Soviet ectivltlei In the region. 

Hr. Hcfarlane made deer tnat In tnis relationship wo would eipect Iran 
to use its Influence to achieve the release of Western hostages fn Lebanon. 

He also oede It clear that we could not and would not engage In tracing *n*s 
for hostages, this natter was discussed again several tloes with the President 
and others In the national security community following the Oecemder Hcfarlme ir¬ 
on 17 January 19M, a Presidential finding was signed directing the CIA to 
provide operational and logistical support for a program aimed at three objective 
(1) establishing a more moderate government In Iran, (2) obtaining intelligence 
to determine the current Iranian government's Intentions with respect to its 
neighbors and with respect to terrorist acts, and (3) furthering the release 
of American hostage* held In lelrut and preventing further terrorist acts by 
thete groups. 

The finding stated that the US* would provide moderate elements within 

and without the government of Iran with arms, equipment and related materiel 

in oreer to enhance the credibility of thoso olements In tholr efforts to 

achieve a mere moderate government In Iran by demonstrating tholr ability to 

obtain rtsourcoi to,defend their country. / 

♦ 1 
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[n tfti flftdtnf, th« Prtlldtflt dlrtctt* tht CIA to rtfriln from r«port1ng 

» i 

tn* Flndlnp to th* Congrats until othirwlt* dtr*ct*d. Th* finding wit r£v<*w** 
ind concurred In by tn* Attorney 6*n*r*1. 

At tn* eim* tn* Pr*slo*nt<tl finding wit 0*1nj drifttd, th* CIA's Offle* 
of G*n*r*1 Count*! pro»id*d th* 1*9*1 opinion tn«t th* Pr*t1d*nt hit tn* 
minority to withhold prior notic* of ou*ntiont fro* tn* Contrast. $«c:ion i;; 
of tn* Nitloml Security Att *«pr*t*1y provld** thit notificitton of lnt»ni 9 »-c» 
ictlvitt** to tn* Contrast th*11 b* provide* ’to th* **t*nt tontitt*nt with 
*11 ipplIcibl* lutnorltl** *nd dutUt, Intludlnf thoi* conf*rr*d by th* 

Constitution.’ 

Th* Act also ttitot th*t tn* Int*l1l9*n<* Co**»tt**t b* Infer*** of 
actlvitl** for which no prior notic* **• 4l»*« *t th* ipproprltt* ti** 

«t d*t*rain*d by th* Frttldwt. Thit wit « cl**r r*c*9n1t1en th*t 
•itriordlniry c1rcu*tttnc*t could 1*«d th* Pr*tlo«nt to conclud* thit 
notic* of »n op*ntion should b* withhold, In wool* or In p*rt. 

Th* hittory to th* Ov*rtlsht Aet thou* thit tn i«o**o4*tlon rtcopniilnp 
botn th* Pr**1d*nt'» con«t1t*»1***1 rotpontlblMty »nd tuthorlty tnd th* 
Con*r*tt(on*l ovortlpM ro*pon»1bimy M* luthorlty wit r*Kh«d In thit 
1 * 9 it 1 *t 1 »* procMt. Tho itkMpMtl p*oe*durtb b»r**4 «p*« by th* DCt in* 
th* SSCl on r*p*rt1ny <ov*rt ictlon op*rit<ont provld* thit idirinc* rtportln* 
of tut# opontiont would ill* b« twbjKt to tn* **e*ptlonil drcuMtinctt 
contwplit** in Section SOI of th* mtloml J^urlty Act. 

Th* Pr*i1d*nt hit Inttmct** t* **»«*• you of hit conclutlo* thit 
th* ictt«it1*t luthorit** by th* fln*1n» Juttlflo* wlthholdln* prior notlfietttor 
du* to th* *xtr*a* lontltiftty *f th* *1lto«M b*ln* «ttibMth«*. H* ditiminid 
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that If the fici of this program became known, those carrying out tne dialogue 
* (Doth U.S. *nd Iranian) ano tne American hostages In Lebanon would oe put it’ 

< greater nsk. 

There mvt only &t«n two findings smct ;ho Inception of tne oversight 
procoif ton years ago which nave not boon briefed to Congress. This is stcond. 
Th# first was tno Ir^ntm nostage rescue mission of I960. 

how I would 11 to to explain one tty whit activities won undertaken by 
tho CIA In carrying out tno directives of this Finding of 17 January 1986. 

On 5*7 February 1986, U.S. officials (NSC), a representative of the 
Israeli Arise Ninlstry, and a senior.level Iranian official set in Germany. 

At this meeting, the U.S. side emphasiitd its desire to enter Into a strategic 
dialogue with the Iranian side. The Iranians raised their desire to receive 
U.S. weapons. The U.S. agreed to explore this possibility, working with 
the Israelis, the following mechanism for transfer if the weapons was escapl's^ec 

•• The Iranian intermediary would deposit 'unds in an Israeli account. 

.. The funds would then be transferred to a sterile U.S.-controlled 
account In an overseas bank. 

- Using these funds, the CIA would work with the Army logistics 
Comma, to Ottalft tn« oatartal. 

.. Tho Mtorlol wHild than 6a trahipartal to Isnal for fytyra 
thlpawat to Iran. 

Utln, thasa proaaaurat, 11.7 •♦llto# «a» aapoiitaa tn tha CU »ecount 
in Ganava o« U fatruary 1986 for tha purehaia of 1,000 TOW «H»1 «i ana 
aatoclata, costa. 



0137 



1343 


! 

.• . .1 


) 


0" IS February, Office of logMUc* pertonnel delivered tne 1,000 /Oil \ 
mlitHtl to Kelly Air Fore* Sis*. The ntstlle* were men trintporteo to' 

(jrael for onward mipment to [ran. CIA »e* not involved in me trmiaoruticn 
of tnu jnipment. 

On 19*21 February, U.S. (HSC mo CIA) end Iranian official* not again 
In Colony to dilCwt* proolm* i" arranging « mooting among Higher.level 
officials. At tnu aoottng, tno U.S. Hot ogrooO to provide 1,000 TOv* to 
Irm oi « door signal of U.S. sincerity md twpport for the'faction x were 
tolklng to. This delivery wot commenced on tno Morning of 20 Foorviry md 
completed in two transits to Tohrm on 21 February. Trmiportitlon from 
Iirool to [ran wet looard a falsa flag Uraoll aircraft. 

On 24 February, tno *aao U.S. official* traveled to Germany where tnoy 
mot with tn* Intermediary and an Iranian government official. At tnat mooting, 
the Iranian official provided a Hit of varying cuantittes of approimatoly 
240 different jpare parti needed lor tne Hawk nuiile batteries provided By 
the USO to Iran during the Shah'* reign. The Iranian official aiteo for 
USC asiMtance In obtaining theta spare part* at additional proof that tnl* 
channel had the approval of the hlgheit authority in the US«. 

On 24 February, the U.S. official*, at they continued to do In later 
contacts with the Iranians, provided the Iranian* with United information 
designed to encourage an Iranian decision to negotiate an end to the war 
and increato Iranian awareness of the Soviet threat to Iran. 

throughout mrch and April, the Office of logistic* worked witn OoO to 
clarify the items on the Iranians* list of ipare parts and Identify -hich 
item were in OoO stocks. 


* 
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On 7 Mirth, u.S. (CIA ml NSC) and Until rtprasmtae 1 v<< «tt .itn tnt 
* Iranian InttnatdWry In Paris to dtttroint unathtr in/ furthtr yro^rtu »u 
poiftolt i« arrmging for ahisn-ltvtl matting with U.S. ml Innlan officials, 
Oyrlng tntia saltings, tht Intirmtdlary tmphasiitd tht dtttrlontinf tconomic 
Situation In Inn ml [rmtm amittltl rtgardlng Incrtaslrg Iraqi «i 1 1 tary 
•fffCtlviflllt. 

01194 on asiurancti that h coyll it lilt at it faca-to-fact with top-Uvtl 
Innlin officials, on 1$ Mi/ tha Prtsldant authorUtd l stcrat olsston to 
Tthran 0/ fonatr National Security Advisor Mcfarlano, accoapaaltd 1/ i CIA 
annuitant, a CIA communicator, stmbtrs of tho NSC Stiff, and tht Iiratli and \ 
Iranian Intirlotutort. 

On 11 Mi/ 19*4, tho Iranian! provided SI.S ollllon through an intermediary 
for Hawk apart parti and an additional SOI TOd missiles# Tht rtttlpt of tht 
Iranian fundi itt Into aotlon arrangements for tn# planntd visit to Iran ai 
follows: 

.. Tho CIA Offlto of Communications provided secure co*m#nlcat1on 
equipment and the service! of a communications offlctr to 
travol to Inn with tho U.S. tain 
- Tho CIA Offlco of Technical Sertlce was tasked to provide tan 
mmjpmporti for use by tht tom and tht 
cron of tho aircraft that would fly fro* Isratl to Tthrm. 

Tho Iranian Imlttod on tho uit of non-u.S. pauporti. HflR 
panports wort chottn bonus* tho Iiratli aircraft uiad for tho 
journey carr 1 odfl|Mrt 9 l!trat 1 on numbers. 

* 

§ 
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•* The Office or logistics the available Ho«k aim I o' 

ipift ports it telly Air force III*. The ports wort then 
transported to Israel 0/ o private contractor, 

*• tfto orfici or log1 sties dottvtred 5US TOW alssllos to lolly 
Air Pore* lost ror onward shipment to Israel Oy private 


controctor. 

On 2S Hoy, tna u.S. ctoa trovtltd to Ttnrm vie Israel. Pie CIA 
provided two members or the ttsa.-o communications orricor one 1 Tarsi 
spooking annuitant with considerable experience In Irtnlon offolri. The 
onngltont provided translation strvlctt ond odvlco to tna taaa. Ha continued 
to Oa involved in subsequent nettings with Iranian raprasantotlvo*. 

The U.S. taaa brought 0 single alrcrart pallet of Hawk altsile spara 


parts with thee to Tehran at tna tlaa or the aaatlnf. However, it vat decided 
tnat the greater portion or the spare parts vould stay in Israel ror later 

rirst direct contact between the two governments In over sli years. Nr. HcFarlon. 


and his teae were a»)e te establish the basis ror a continuing relationship and 
clearly articulate ear objectives, concerns, and intentions. The 1 group, In 
its discussions and observations, was else able to assess first-hand the 
internal political dynaeic in Tehran and the affect of the war on Iran. 

Using Presidentiallyapproved Tares of Inference, whleh had been reviewed 
and approved by appropriate Cabinet officers, Nefarlene emphasised that our 
interest in Iran transcended the hostages, but the continued detention of 
hostages by a Lebanese group philosophically aligned with Irehjprevented 
progress... during \he visit, Nr. Ncfarlane eede dear: 
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•• thtt «* fundtnpntll tp oppotod IriAlin iffom to oipel ui , 
trm the Middle tut; 

• • thtt «rt firmly oppotoo their ute of ttrrorlio; 

•• CMC *• tcctpted their revolution tnd 4lo not took co nvtrto <t; 

• • tnot *0 M4 numerous otner dittgrtenentt Involving roglonol 

polioot (l.o., tooonon. Nictrtgut, etc.), Out night olio fine 
of common mur«sc|flHmfl^f through enlogue. 

On 19 September, three (rinloni triveltd to the U.S. for detilltd discuss 
«ltn tno U.S. com. Thoio discussions retfflrmed the beslc objectives of cno 
U.S. In took Inf « politico! dftlogue »lth Tdhrtn. 

Throughout August ond Soptomeor, numerous oddltlonol aootlngt wort hold 
In Curopo botvoon U.S. roprotontltfvot ond tht now Ironton connect In on 
offort to dovolop tho dlologud tuthorltod 0/ lho Presldontlel finding. 

On I October, thoio Innlons trovolod to Fronkfurt for oootlngs with 

On 21 OctoOor, aero oootlngs word hold So Frtnkfurt with tho tooo 
pirtlefponts. 

Tho Ironloni profforod, ond tho U.S. occoptod, tho offor of < Soviet 

On 2 firrsrtir. tho Iron It ns provided SJ.0J7 aH11ea ond tho Offico of 
logistics procured SOO aero TOM olssllos fro* OoO. 

Those olssllos wore dollvoroo Of tho Office of logistics to toll/ Air 
force lose on g NovooOor. A uSAf C-Ul tlrtroft corrlod the olssllos to 
■floor, tho/ wore trtnsshlppod Op < CIA olr proprlettO;ilrcrtft tdilch 
4*er1ed.JK olssllol to Isrtol. 

t 
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This brings th# rocord of CIA 1nvolvo*tnt 1a thts# ictlvltlts luthor/jtd 
*0/ tht If Jmuiry 1910 Artsldtmlll f tndtng up to dltt II of tht prts«nc tint. 

l a sufffiry, i tot*1 of 8.008 TOW wlssilts along with vinous Ma»k ausilt 
Sport pirtl hivt bitn dtllvirtd gnotr tht finding of If Jmuiry 1980. 1,000 
TOWS wtrt dtllvtrtd In ftbruiry 1980; 508 1 a Mjy 1988: md 500 in hovtmbtr 1986. 
wt should not! tmt nont of tht vtipons c4*t fro* CIA stoctt. 

Wt hivt rtctWtd AO rtqutst l to icqulrt lAy tort Mttrltj of any ;ypt 
for shlpttnt to IriA undtr this progri*. 

I would lUt to rtlttntt thit tht funds for tht procurtttnt of tht 
Mittrit) tnuttrittd abdvt, is wtl 1 is for ill issocUttd costs, wort provldtd 
by tht IriniiAt thtastlvts. funding fro* IriA ms triAsftrrtd to CIA for 
dtposlt in i covtrt funding atchmls*. This ictlon provldtd stcurt toms 
for control, piywtnt, md iccountiblllty of ill fading issocUttd ulth this 
progri*. Tht trinlm funds, i total of $18,837,000, wort do poslttd into i 
sptclil iccount In i Swiss bink, 

Tht only costs Incurrtd by tht CIA in this mtlvlty wtrt txptntts for 
tht trivtl of CIA officers Invtlvtd in tht virlovs *tttlAgs, tht costs of 



laowitlftf tt tppmlMttly 14#,000. Tht costs for this suppon hivt boon 
chirp* ipilnit wmI o*rit1on<1 Sloco <11 trml by CIA offUUU 

1$ routln.ty chirp* to mb iccovnti, to <0 ot*r*1»o 1« tho «t< of tm 
trip, uitdirtikio durln, tht, pr*,ri« •oull Mv< coaproati* th* iicurtty 
of tno Ktfvltlii. 
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I m confio«nt true ny tutinony it coapltt* it to tru bittc fictt f ’ 
or CIA'* lnvolv*a*nt, but lot H IIIIHI you tlut ■• iro ttlU coming our 
ricorot mO alii promptly rip. *t my n*w Inforaitton tnit cwmi to 119(11. 

Lit *t niki it pirftctly clur true It <ut ippirint to ill trut tmi 
Initiitfv* »lt I controvirtill on*. €»• n tnotl of ut aho Support** going 
foraird gnoorttooo true it all 4 clot# Clll mO 4 rltly opirition. Tn»r« 

■or* no lllutiont. 

Hit <t 1 roitoniblo cill? rot, I think It «it. At th# Mil eh of Khooum 
hit Pod in** 0*1 r th* pitt ytir, a* hiv* iitn in incnit* in fictional 
infighting in rihrin. Thit infighting hit b**n thirpmio by t«v*r* tconoaic 
probluM, it **H it th* air aith trig. Th*r* hit* b**n niMrout irnttt. 
Thit fietionil Infighting hit inpllcitiont for both th* Un(t*o Stitit mo 
th* Soviet Union. It ait th* AOalnlttritlon't JuOgwnt tlut my poa«rful 
(riniin fiction t«*ktng to r*«ttibl1th tl*t aith tv* Mtt mo ail ling to 
ittMpt to eurtiil Inniin tupport for tirrorita ait aorth talking to. 

It ait In thit context thit th* JuOgMnt ait «i0* thit proviOing 1 mill 
mount of 0*f«ntiv* aiipont aoulO giv* thit fiction toa* living* in th* 
(nt*rn*l ttruggl* by tuggottlng that th«r* a*r* lOvintign in contictt aith 
th* Nett. 

At I ttiteO iirlltr, Inn It not going to go ia*y. Itt geographic 
1 no ttritoglc potItlont guarantee that It allt rtaiin * geopolitical fore* 
■ftich th* U.S. will hiv* to otll aith. If a* 00 not ottlbllth till to th* 
virlout Innlm fictlont noa a* alii bo f*c*0 aith th* probl«a of ooing to 
liter, (t It thit tinpl*. 
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Exhibit EM-37 
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IHttPfo s 


top StckXT 

'* I 

« 

contact! we ?*» mintcm hq.tj^,. 


3r ? 

11/10/11 1440 

(•l.toricii Ch tW0l0fy , 


?I°" *° n|h * follovlh. the ULeie revolution in 

*«*«"‘P**d «« fMitlbliih 0({i«i«l 

5?"-?-?---?- th*» fovornaoni m order to dlseuee 
davolopaonta in thio critic*! port of the world *"4 rtcont-r c* 

!Tt5fi2 , »i2 l .*,*i 0n !l' ,ip - ,WM ** <or « frondont Poopon ;an« la 
°Hl e * UjO« Covornaont *.re«d to try to oipond ucun t < 
oeonoal*. political, and Intollloonca relationship* it « .jj, 

throo*aacrot°aiMiono to%ohran*“ °* l * , *‘ *"* U,, ‘ 


Soptaaber lf»l 
roouort of the (ranianaJ 



(aot secretly with lai« rytn l( th< 


Octobe 



Oetober-wovenber u?f - 
noreeliration o f reiati 


whtft these meetings end the secret November t. 1S7* 

Al^vcrii between Irtesinsbi end frlM Minister litir^n, 
public in Iran, they helped precipitate the takeover of :*• ;.j. 
CMaaay by radical elements and led to the resignation of c.*« 
latarean tovernment. Theie event! have adversely inflye-cad 
tran'e subsequent willingness to enfeqe ;- any direct contact 
with the VSC. 


Oetpite mutual difficulties invoUIPSir r*estab 11srune -or-a’ 
relatione* our strategic interests in the Persian CuU ^a*date 
persistent efforts to establish a dtalofue. In this ngirf, 
is notable that only e lev ec)or countries do not have relations 
with Iran •* Cfypt. Jordan. Morocco, IsraolTToutn Africa. arc 
the United States, (van Iras continues to have diplomat;: 
relations with Iran. 


tran is the bey to a ration of vital importance to the west, e* 
it is ineroasinfIv threatened by frowinf Soviet military psuer 
and political Influence alonq its borders and inside its 
territory, ^er the course of the last two years, the Soviets 
end their surrogates have coved actively to fain treater 
Influence in the Culfi 
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The Soviets belisvs that ones Xhesoini dies, thsy vill have 
n excellent opportunity to influence the formation of e 
evornoent in Tehran that serves Soviet stretefic mimrt 
• tree.. u ny 

fltsifiiw * **f is *n Ati 1 4- 

ftdr ;rovi'. iff* * \Kl 5/ 

i/MhT'hr* it 1,11,1 

oxen 
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Cemunltx nation* have bacoiM principal xcmt suppliers 
to Iran - - *a*inq Iran dapondant on tni* lo^rct o f supply ;.n 
contandmq with an mcrtaamfly atranqthanad Iraq. Th;s 
laadt us to tna conclusion that tha Soviat* «ay "all ba 
attempting to pursua tneif own revolution in Iran. ;a. 

by fueling both aidaa in tha conflict, tna Soviets could 
wall encourage a dnaatroua final offensive by Iran fiat 
would pracipitata a political diiintagratton in .ran. 
leaving a power vacuum which tha Soviets could exploit. 
Specifically, tha indicator* of Communiat influence in Iran 
aret 



BEST AVAILABLE COPY 



1351 



In fhort, lovitu vers better positions* to imp rov * 
ei*ni.icantly thair influence in the ration in IMS vhSn°v* v »r« 
presented with an opportunity to open a dialogue with Iran 
deciding to exploit thvt opening, ve evaluated previous 
through moro ccnvtntiontl channels which had not succeeded! * 

*bout two year* a<yo, itnior Iranian officials apparently 4%ca*j 
that soma accommodation with tho 0.1. was necessary. Sine* *tn 
various councriea have boon en<ja*e4 in overtures to tn« u j '.li’ 
Iran in an effort t o stimul ate direct contac t betwee n ibg\i * 
countries. 

Turkey have an attempts* to sorvs as interlocutors in this 
■^■pHovivir, internal splits and debates made it difficult 
for tho Iranians to respond to these overtures. 


Numerous individuals and private parties have likewise atte»pted 
to be helpful as intermediaries in establishinc contact in In* 



In tho sprinf of 1111* a privato American citisan (Michael 
Lcdecn) learnod fro* an taraeil lejjtcnment official (Cavid 
Kimcho) that the teraelle had eetablishad a liaison relations*!?" 
with an Iranian expatriate ihanuchehr Chocbanifarl in turepe 
soupht Israeli help in establishing contact with tho u.s. Covsrn- 
(font. In acknovledcinc the need te demonstrate the benafidei c! . 
the Iranian officials involved* he (Ohorbamfar) indicated that 
hie "sponsors" in tohran could also halp to rasolvo the American 
hoetapo eituetlon in tclrut. 


In Juno of IMS* in tho midst of tho TVA-147 hijacking, the 
Israeli officials in direct contact with the Iranian expatriate 
asked Mm to use hie Influence with senior Iranian officials to 
obtain the release of tho hijacked passengers. Two days after 
this approach, four Americans held separately from the reat of 
tho bijeebod 

authorfjHIe.* _ 

Speaker kafsanlanl 

tirac* and Iranian refaka^-^- 

tho captors. fUfsanjani, in hie speech on Novintoer 
tho firet tine publicly acknowiedfed hie role in#fhie matttr. 

"‘“Id* 
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r cn July )# IMS. during a visit to Washington# an Israeli H 
official (Ximchtl advised National Security Advisor, te&«rt 
Hcfarlana. that Zsraol had established a channel of coiviunicat ■ an 
with authoritative elements in Iran who were interested i ft 
determining whether ths United States was open to a discreet 
high-level dialogue. The Zraniana were described as comprising 
the principal figures of the government (i.c.# Speaker of the H 
Majlis Aafsanjani, Prime Minister Musavi, and Khomeini'* 
iheir-apparent, Ayatollah Monteterl) and as being devoted * , 

[reorientation of Iranian policy. _{ 

JTt this first meeting, McParlane went to treat length to draw 
(the Israeli as to why he found the Iranian proposal credible I 
given the events of the past six years. Tne Israeli repiled'tha- 
their exhaustive analysis had gone beyond the surface logic 
deriving from the chaos and decline within Iran and the 
degenerative effects of the war. to more concrete tests of the 
willingness of the Iranians to take personal, risks. Me noted 
that the Iranians had exposed themselves to possible compromise 
by meeting with Israelis and by pairing extremely sensitive 
intelligence on the situation {end police*! Mtaftyupl within- Irani 


I-- infprwati 

t.l&U 


d poitticji MMri 


The 


asked for our position on oponlng such a dialogue! 7 
^No mention vaj£j**de^f *J\*Lpfmmcoaditi|Mor Iranian priorities.! 
McTarlane conveyed this proposal ‘to thr^besidefft rin the 
presence of the Chief of Staff). ?he President said that he 
believed such a dialogue would be worthwhile at least to tha 
point of determining the validity ef the Interlocutors. This / 
idecision was paeeed to tha Israeli diplomat by telaphona on I 
^daAbyUN? [July 30 . £ - 

On August JUJU) , the Israeli celled again on McParlane. At J 
this meeting* ha stated that he had conveyed our position to , 
Iranian intermediary and that tha Iranians had raspordsd that 
they recognised the need for both sidee to have tangible evidt-ct 
of the bona fldee of tha other and that they believed they could 
affect the release of the Americans held hostage in Lebanon 

Aecordinc to the Israeli , the Iranians separately statsd that 
they were vulnerable Si a group and before h^vinc any prospect of 
petng able to affect chance within Iran they # vould need to be 
substentielly strengthened, to de to, they would need to secure 
tha cooperation of military end/or Mvolutlonary Cuerd leaders. 
Toward this gmd, thay expressed the view chat the most cfe^tela 
demonstration of thair influenca end Abilities would be to secure 
limited amounts of U.l. eguipment. The Israeli asked for ouc 
/position on such actions. 0 i c — 

C_ . * • i * .. • 
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•i ,v * tt4 thli *o tht Fr«ii^ t 4t . 

4 S Yf tn4% included the $«er«urlti of jt«tt * d \ 
Doftnso «n4 the Oirector of Cifttril lateiiifenct. Th« 
tt4t«d that* while ho could understand*that atsuminf tn f r 
ItfUiijocy the interlocutors, they would bo rati vuu« ribl# 
«nd ultimately mifht doiorvo our support to include taneibla 
materiel* at tho time, without my first hind experience it\ 
j dealing with them, ho tog Id not authorial my transfer* of / 

Lwij itiry materiel. This was conviyid to tho tarsoli. 1 


Oh Xuoui^ lt4§. tho Xsrsoli diplomat collsd ones nor# to ( —) 

toport tnst tho mesaere hid b«m conviyod md thit an u P4f * 
eonfidmeo existed. to sskid whit tho position of thi p § 9 of 

Government vouidJbe to oa tmoii transfer of modesturiantiti*. 
of dofia^t sliRffy titirtfl. *a**f l*«rrernVd tfSt tl 
such oa sell on would rnprateni i distinction* wit ho* § difference. 


Tho Israeli dipibmat evplained^et fioat^iHth thot*lsrool hid 
its own P«Uey inamuxte uat woaUd bo %rvedby fosterin' such « 
dialogue in beha&^rthe *1.. lot 4PU% • ftoblo^ould- iciao - 
whin ultimately tbrngmcedatHe rUtka iMfeshlpM*. H*_~#aked r 
whothor Uriel wool? bi efia ti t^wAufl^Mafl^oM 

snjm aaaji. 

thoy HR dOM fffaM fb*ttgtldH£td «Ui 
-• hot rsthor fib idfte udHtadb r t trW^Tl\ policy Wrup cr 
allow others to ship ollitiry equipment to Iron* Tho Israeli 
asked for o position fras our fovernment. Henrisno oiovsttd tho 
question to tho trosidont lend to the focrotirios of State and 
Oeftnae end tho Oiroetor of Central Intelligence) , The President 
stated that, while ho oeuU envision providin' ootoriol support 
to oodoroto alosanu 1* Iran if all the western hostafss vara 
/froed* ho could not approve any transfer of Military material at 
/tha t time. This position was conveyed to tho Israeli diplomat. 


Adod^to r edUce iMfcshlpfmjb. 


fay isaaqflflpdw 
i0hm w s rg b t tHsr UM 


ue tflsrhos‘the 
bs the u.s. — 
ISSfhiJUiira 
riicy CO"fhip cr 
Tho IiraaU 


On September if* ISIS# Mvorsnd benjamin weir v«a reitttad m 
loirut by tho Islamic .Jihad Oc'anisation. TKis roliais v«a 
preceded by an intense effort on tho pact of Hr. Tsrry waits. •->« 
Special 1ml as ary of tho Axehbithop of Canterbury. To this data. 
Hr. Waite remains the onl y. westerner to aver mast directly wi th 

th^U^gas^ildnapeece^™ ■ Hi ■ 

f *inflate leitaibar^ us teamed that the Israelis had transferred 
.1 soi rev missiles to tram and that this shipment had titan place 
> •-+ in lot# Accuse* Tho Xsraoiis told •• that they undertook the 

I action* despite our objeetlens, because thoy believed it to be t.n 
I their strateflo interests. The tstaoiit menaced this entire 
j operation* to include delivery erran'emente* fundin', and 
^ transportation, after discussing this metter with the President, 
it wee decided not to expose thit Israeli deiiveff bscauae we 

mr - i 

Ollfi TO* »C«IT V ■ 
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vented tm retain the option o f exploiting the existing IirttU 
channel with Tthrtn u our own effort to establish a ttrittfic 
dialogue with tho Iranian government. The total value of tht 50• 
TOWs mapped by Uriel wig igtimited to bo leae thin $j million. 


On October 4* 1915. irianim Jlfftd i«t«4 thi^t hu 
lelrut Itition Chief NUliuSjucklmy“la retilletYn for thi 
October 1 timlMu raid mm M* In actuation e in Tunia. Thu 
announcement led to 0 oeriot of mcetln^^^n ft rape iMrif the 
(CIA m4 NSC)« Xgrioli« and Sronlin inttrmedleriae. In thin 
meetings# the Iranians indicated that. while their ability to 
influence tho Hisballah *ee q/ming. tho Nliballah hid not kiiiad 
•ucbleyr he ha* in fect«ed *avefo4*onm§fer IS^of natural 
ceuies. we hive einco mih Mtm ltim tjgfc fOtWIibe Udibrtifs 
of rithef Jeneo ml Oavid iircwiin. betlTVT who# Indicate that 
iuckley probably died on June 3. 1911 of pneumonia* like aympto*». 

Xn mid*November, tho Xeraelle# through 1 senior officer in the 
foreign Minister's office < fine ho I. indicated that tho Ooverr*«nt 
of Uriel wee convinced that they were nearing a breakthrough 
with Iran on a high-level dialogue. The Israeli contacted a u.s. 
official (North) and aekad for tho name of 0 lurepean*basad 
airline which could discreetly traneit to Iran for tho purpcit si 
delivering passengers end cargo, le tpocifically noted that 
neither a U.S. earrtar nor an tiueli affiliated earner could t« 
uted. we wort assured, at the tims # that the Xsreelis were going 
to "try oil drilling ports ae an incentive# 9 since we had 
exprtsstd so ouch diiml oasufo over the earll or TO* shipment. The 
name of tho proprietorywas patted to 
Israeli, who subsequently had the aircra™chertered through 
normal commercial contract tor a flight fro* Tel Aviv to Tab;;*. 
Iran, on November 29# 1915. The Israelis were unwitting of the 
CIA's involvement in the elrline and the airline wes paid at tr.e 
fictWSSlMl charter rate (approximately SU7,70Q). tm 
airUnt Vpacionell were also unwitting of the cergo they carr;td. 

Xm January# vs learned that the Israelis# responding to urgent 
entreaties from the Ireniani, hot used the proprietary aircraft 
tm transport It HAWK missiles tm Iran in an effort to improva the- 
static air dmfansee eround Tehran. Mr belated awareneis that 
the Israeli 4 • had delivered HAWI mleellee raised •mrioue u.s. 
cone.cn. eh.t tho.o 4oUvorloo wo «»;«*)««»’'« «■ 

iimmIk. « 4U««l MitUl *l*h hl(h.Uv*l Iranian offlei.l*. *» 
« con.Mu.neo ot U.». IftULtlvo *n4 V auwal etroooont of »ll 
thri< |t(tUi, tMi( ■iaaiia* wara t*turn*4 to taraai in r.btu.ty 
Itll. 

On Ooconbor t, tbo IroaUant *onv#n#4 a naatlnf in tha whit* 
ffouaa (r..i4.net) to 4i»*u.* nont .to#. in our **£®*'* JJ 
o.t.bii.h dtr.ct eontaat uith tno Iranian*. Attarf4in# tn* 
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were ih# Chief of luff. SicritiriH Stott ond 
Oottnto; the Oeputy Oirector of Control Inteiliqence. 4n< j 
Attittont to tho President for National Secvi ty Affoirt and hit 
Oeputy. Immediately tftor tho mectinq, Kr. * fsrlane dtporctd 
for London to meet with tho torooli official *'d tho Irani** 
contact to make cloir tho n«turo of our interest in o dialogue 
jsith Iron. At this mooting, Hr. Hefarlane, «< instructed by 
Presldant. ttotod theti 

•• tho U.S. wee open to « political dieloque with [f* n , but 
that no such dialogue could stake progress for as i 0 n« ** 
qroups toon if dominatod by Iron hold U.S. hostiqts; * n< j 

*- tho U.S. could undor no eircumstanees tromfor ir»« to Trm 
in exchange for hoataqee. 


Thoio points woro made dlroctly to tho Iranian intoriocutor. Tho 
Iranian replied that, unless his associates in Tehran wore 
strengthened • they could not risk qoinq ahead with the dialogue. 
Hr. Hefarlano acknowledged the position but stated we could not 
change our position, m a separate toeetinf with the Israeli 
officieii Hr. HeFeriane made cleer our strong objections to 


i Israeli weapons shipments to Iran. Following these meat;*cs 
Hr. Hefarlano returned to Washington end shortly thersaftsr 
^active qovarr.ment service. 



On January 2. tho Prime Minister of Israel dispatched a special 
emissary to the U.S. (Amiran HirJ to review proposals for next 
steps in dealing with Iran. The Israelis urqed that w# reconsider 
tho issue of providing limited defensive arms to thost attempt..-? 
to take power in Tehran, since all other incentives (economic 
assistance, medical supplies, machine parts) were of no value m 
shorinq-up those who wanted an opemny to the west. Admiral 
Poindexter noted our strinqent objections to the mavx missile 
shipments in November and noted that the U.S. would have to act 
to have them returned ie atop undertaken in February, wnen all 
II missiles were returned te Israel). In that any implementation 
of the tsfeell proposals would require the active participation 
of the Intelligence community, the NSC Staff (North) was tas<«d 
to prspere e covert action flndinq. work on this Presidential 
flndlnf commenced on January 4. 


On January I, the President, the vice President, the Chief of 
Staff, and the National Security Advleor and his assistant 
reviewed the first draft of the Flndinq and the raccmmendations 
made by the PrlM Minister of Israel throuqh his special 
emissary. 


on Jtnutry 7. th# ,r«,U«nt mi In th# Ov.l Offle, 

,r«,U«n«. th# CM#, ot *«»,,. I#««mmI#, IhuU, «4 w#ln,#,,#r. 
Attctniy C#n#c#l M##,#/ Olc#«to, C,i#y» #n4 th# N,tion#l S.curi.y 
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Advisor t» discuss the overall attrition in Iran and prosoeeta 
for a stratayic dialoyue. It was syaln noted that Hr. ncrsriana 
on return from.hie trip to London, had recommended that no 
further action be takan unless a oachanltta could ba established 
by which tha U.S. could aaort batter control over avanti. a* 
abroad, In principle, with Director Casey that providing United 
quantities o t defensive arms attar tha hostayes ware released 
atill had merit. both Secretary Shulta and Secretary v« lf>e#r - 4 . 
objected to any proviaion of anaa. citiny that wo could not be 
aura that thasa would really help ooderate elementa end that, i • 
expoaed, the project would not bo understood by ooderate Arabs 
and would bo seen aa contravening our policy of not destine with 
etatea that support terrorise. Tha Prasidant decided that va 
should attempt to keep eho Israeli channel active aa Iona ettit 
offered possibilities for meetings with hiyh-level Iranian 
officials and left open the issue of providing defensive area to 
Iran if all the hostages were released. 

t 

It was further determined by the President that any dialogue with 
the Iranians must be aimed at achieviny the following yoalsi ( 

-- Oevieiny a formula' for re>eatabliahiny a strategic 
relationship with Tehran. 

- tndiny the tran«Iray war on honorable terms. 

- Convincing Iran to cease its support for terrorism and 
radical subversion. 

a --'t. v 

Kelplnf en^Mgr t»pr urMlMM.intoysity odhlran and 
coor&hatiM watt it whiiHR^iyht counter Soviet * 
activities'in tro ration. . 


ceyion. 


Tho President made clear that a western dialogue with Iran would 
bo preeluded unloaa Iran wore williny to use its influence to 
achieve tho releaao of western hoatayes in leirut. He also made 
clear that wo could not and would not enyaya in tradiny arms for 
hastate*. Secretaries Shults and veinberyer retained their 
orlyinai •coition on providiny any amrs to Iran, but Attorney 
Ceneral Haase and Olrector Casey both supported the concept as a 
valid swans of opaniny tha dialogue. Attorney Ceneral Keese, 
noted a 1M1 determination by than Attorney Ceneral Trench Smith 
that transferriny small quantities of arms throuyh third 
countrios under a Covert Action Pindiny was not illeyal. 
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> a meetiny vai Ailt ld Oii National Security 
^^^•'ft?.****** with Secretary WiWtiiir, Attorney Canerel 
Ct 9 *y> •«* CIA Control Counsel Stanley Sporkin 
** in ^' *he final Craft of tht Covort Action findinc ««« 

K , iSKW*Si:::.Jts;; M * 4 *• **• ... 

2? , *>*•*• tht President approved a Covert Action 

fIndint (Tab A» dlrectiny that the InttlUftneo coimnunity proc.i 
vlth apteial activities aimed at accompliahlny the yoals sat 
forth above. Tht President futher determined that the active .. 
authorised by tht flndlnf Justified wltbheldlny prior Con«r»».ia,V 
notification due to tht extreme aanaltivlty of tht dleleout b*t«- 
tatabliihnd. Re further noted that public knowledye of the * 
protram would plaea tht American heatafte in Lebanon at treater 
risk. Notlny hie concern for the Uvea of those earrylnf out the 
operation (both U.S. and forelyn), ho directed that theDirector 
of Central tntellltenct refrain fret roportiny the Plndint to the 
appropriate committees of tht Conyress until reasonably sure that 
those involved would no lonyor be l’i Jeopardy. 

On Pebruerp->J*i?*JfeS. yffiAMf-WlliMl <XhM^KttSu •- 
represe^tool' Mr e<t? hoagraofigp»aBSmlsIiEk38^|am epi. awd a 
senior^e'IC^j| V ■ 

that,, it the U»C would provide defensive weapons (TO«s) tojran. 


that,, it the USC would provide defensive weapons (Tows ) tojran. 

■HBMIHIBtniMHHPIIHHnH *>.e 

u.s. sioe ayreod to explore this possibility and. werkiny •ettn 
ehe Israelis, established the followiny mechanism for transfer of 
the weaponsi , 

— The Iranian intermediary (Cherbenifar) would deposit funds 
in an Israeli account. 

-- The Israelis would transfer funds to a sterile U.S.* 
controlled account in an overseaembank. 

— Osiny these funds, the CIA would covertly obtain matte;el 
authorised for trsnsfor from 0.1. military stocks and 
transport this to Isrsel for onvar.d movamant to Iran. 

Ualny tho procaduraa atlpulatad above, JJ.1 million vat dapontad 
in the CIA eecount In Coneve on February 11, l*l« and on 
February 14, 1,000 TOWe verb transported to Israel for pre-posielo 
iny. There towe were transferred by CtA from OOO tv .f. Army 
stocks in Annis ton, Alabama) and tran sported throm h/^^^M 
u a l ny etenderd ClA'OOOflHBBHByioVtstics 
arranylHWfi™Poltey-level coordination ror tnsse arrenytmants 
was atfactod by MAC (Worth) with 000 (Armitsys) snd CIA iClair 
Caoryo). Tho TOVs woro placed In a covert laraalljfaclllty 
awaltlny onwerd shipments •• • . 

too item 'll' 
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1;?™..*°"* * fe : ** w IM clMi tiful «(j,|. linearity” Th?S 
diUtiry vii ^OAPtncid oa tUMUKAi ojpfibrylry . 

in two triAiits to T«hrtA on fu^ry it • Trtntportit ioa #»?- 
tar.al to Iran vaa aboard a fall. fxiy tiroeil eirocaft L 

*l*«aft earriad tha 11 *'* 

*i**fj** *' hAe * 1 h «d aant to Tahran in Novambar it|) v i, h 

Ufa irAPoimAuio^No **5n 


U*0 ladye. 



On robruoriiJSd^.^ (CIA and NSO offi&Ul**e*iNiin 
rrankfust with^ihe Xaraoll and Iranian omeialato dis„.. .... 
***P*' ^A AM a naatiny, tha U.S. tlda uryad that tha Iranians 
aapadfti • •»*A4'|<'l»^|.^l|hM*Uvalaidas. 

on rabruary 21. tha Prtao JUnfatar of taraai^rota to^raaldant 
Aaayan (Tab I) uryiny eontinuad afforta to aehiava a strataoie 
Sraakthrouyh with Iran, but tsklny eonaidaration for tha iifaty 
of cacantiy aaisod laraali hoitayaa. 

On March 7 ( Q.S.*(CXA and NSC) and laraali raprasantativts *.t 
with tho Iranian intarmadiary in Farit to datarnina wnathae any 
further proyraas was poasibla in arranyiny for a hiyh-ltval 
naotiny with M. and Iranian officials. Ouriny that* n«at;r.ot, 
tho intermediary'amphaaitad tho datarioratiny acononie situation 
a fflr*? * n< * rayardin^in^ja^gy Iraqi military 

Tho escalation of tonslona with tibya, laadlny up to tha April It 
strike, prevented further dlaloyuo from eakiny placa until tna 
Xranlane uryed tho intarmadlary (Ohorbanifar) to accalarata tha 
affort In late April. 1911. At that point, the Iranian axpatri«t« 
adviaad uo throuyh tho Israeli point-of»eontaet that tha 
laadarahip in Tahran was praparad to comanca a s^crat dialoyua 
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*lth thp OMted Itataa «1 onp tha Umi of_««r •it.HUiM aoala. 
<« believe thit the Iramane v«r» atloulaied { , nue{ 

tne April l? murder of itoitifi Mttf Kilburn^^HH^, 
in retaliation (tt the U.S. raid on 



on Ma r « > T t DM; U.J. an d timtt W TRiri M» nr&ndon wux 
tha Iranian intermadiary ift vhleh ha urped that ve taka immediate 
atapa to arcana for a hUh-level U.d./Iranian oeettnp in .ehran. 
Ourina the tendon aeetlnp, the Iranian urped that ve 10.S. and 
taraal) net urgently to half with Iranian air dafanaa. Ha 
empheaited that tha Iraqi Air foraa waa increeelnply effective of 
Lata and that tha Iranians vara daaparata to atop attacks on 
copulation cantara. Tha taraalla alao uaad thia opportunity to 
privately aak tha U.J. to roplaca tha JOd TW« vhleh may had 
sant to Iran in Aupuet. 1»IJ. 

■asad on aaturancaa that va could at laat moot fiee-te*face with 
top-laval Iranian olfleiala. on May IS, tha President eutnoru.d 
a aacrat mission to Tahran by former National Security idvnor 
xePerlane, accompanied by a CIA annuitant* CIA eoiwumcator». 
member* of tha MIC ataff# and tha tcraali and Iranian interlace- 
toS Tha taraalla vara informed via coded moaiap* on May n 
that tha 0.1. had aaraad to tha Iranian request for limitad 
anti-air dafanaa equipe*nt and to repleniah tha J0» lew* aant sy 
xaraol. 


on Maw Id. tho Iraniana. throueh tha laraalla provided il.JM for 

jrdbiS 5“ as BKUSTdpsfiasffi, s: as-.::::*-— 


Ioir«*oarta* ,P Thl« o*tarlal vaa *ub»a^uantiy nov.d to _ 

TB> . 1 —-t t# i.Hu n/f for onward^ovamant to 

mm IJ u thTfatrltry ahiP^nx. tha CIA provid.d 


2S;*5S*{"S irSul S8»iU »«r‘ 
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«l*etr0nlc p4rts>. At the s aoeiffm wn of tho Iranian* 

^2***2C doeuMnimcflt a inod from tha c*i •• 
P fov *d*deo^^^flAiportation supporters* 
CONUS to tiritl for tho Mcfarlsn# party. Tho croup woo 
«ran«porto4 froa Israel to Tehran aboard an laraoli Air rorea rar 
wiW fill* (lif Mrkinfi. 

In tho fours# of the four-day (Kay as-Ji) visit, lanythy 
•vara hold with hlch-level Iranian officials, tha first dirset ' 
contact between tno two covernnentc in over si* years. Mr. 
Mcfarlanc an4 his team vara able to establish tha basis for * 
centinuiny Tclationsntpnnid^cloai'ly articulate our objectives 
concerns. an4 intentions. The yroup vas also able to assess ’ 
first han4 the Internal political dynamic in Tahran and the 
effect of the v*r which Iran clearly can 10 ionyor win. uslna 
Frosldontlally approved Taras of Reference (Tab SI. which had 
bean reviewed and approved by appropriate Cabinet officers. 
Mcfarlano emphasised that our intaraat in Iran transcended tha 
hoatayea, but tho continued detention of hostages by a Lebanese 
Troup philosophically aliened with Iran prevented progress. 
Ourinf tho visit, Hr. McTarlena made clears 


— that wo fundamentally opposed Iranian efforts to **;#: js 
frost tha Kiddle Casts 

-- that we firmly opposed their use of terroritmt" 

-- that wo acctptad their revolution and did not loot to 

ravtrse itt 

— that wo had nuncrous other disasrtementa involves rational 
policies (i.e., Lebanon, Mleaiayua# etc.), but misne alio 
find areas of cocoon interest U.a., Afyhanlatan and tre 
Soviet threat to tha Culft throuyh dialogue. 

Ourlny thssa aeetlnya, both sides used the opportunity to data;.', 
tha ebataclas ts implemontiny a stratayie roiationsnip batvetn 
tha tvs countries. In addition to tho points nottd above, Mr. 
McFarland emphasised tha political prcblama caused by Iranian 
involvsacnt In the hoatayc isaua. The Iranian* objected to tno 
USC ember 90 on U.9. military supplies already paid for plus t*e 
continued UIO blochlny of Iranian assata in tha U.S.. even after 
U.S. courts had rulsd in thair favor. Buriny tha course of tn.ssc 
mootinfv tha Iranian official* admitted that thay could not vm 
tha vaftTbu* vara in a dilasiaa la Tahran ovsr how to and tho 
conflict clvon thd need tb proaant an Iranian 'victory* before it 
could be concluded. They cmphaolscd that tha orlyinal aysressor. 
Sadden tusaain, must be removed Iran power in order for tho v*r 
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nstvitn.'.n.ln, trant*n*tnt«r«*t is'eirrv1 1 ' 1 r * * 1 '.. 

unwillinyneaa to exert the full welyht of their Influence L* lf 
cauto the roloaie o( the weatern heatayee In Lebanon.* *® 

On Juno 10, HajUa Speaker Aefaanjanl, In a (patch in Tehran 
yvardad reference to Iranian intaraat In Improved reletlonJ w?Jh 
tho O.l. On July It, Father Lawrence Janco waa released i! 
lokka vallay and found hla way to a Syrian Military checkpoint* 

On Auyuet 3, tho ramaininy three pallet* (leaa than h mianaie.ai 
of electronic part* for Iranian antf*«*r?raft defence* (Saw d> 
mlaallo sub-components) arrived In Tehran,-.A* In all uuhtt 
to/froo Iran thl. d*liv*ry we* add* with Jifclar.eli *i, EcU 
aircraft (701) uciny .fair* flay nerklny*. Tlalny of the delivery 
wa* baaad on coordination ameny O.S., Israeli and Iranian ^ 

OffiCll4 t a 


In early Auyuat UK, the contact with tho Iranian expatriate 
beyan to focue exclusively on the wllllnyneea of the US6 to 
provide Military aaaiatanea to Ira* In eachaaye for hoetsces and 
wo aouyht to eatabllah different channel* of coataunlcation oiu.i 
would lead u* more directly to prayaatle and moderate elements m 
the Iranian hlerarachy. in nid*Auyua«» a private American ~ 
eltlten (MOW klchard Secord, USA/ (Jlet.l) actlny within the 
purview ct -i*...,.- ,-- — -3- contact la 
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m» Iranians alao watfifiL and tha 0.1 . accepted, the offtr of 
• Sovxst T-7I tankTha Iranians hav* alio 
of farad to provide a copy of tha too Tift inter rogatio n of lairut 
Station Chlaf william Oueklsy. At this *a«UnfHBiutm mat 
thoro was a ‘vary *ood ehsnea that anothar Amor reiser tvo would 
be frao4 soon.* On October It. with O.S. aceuxactnce, tsraal 
provided Iran with an additional increment of defensive vaxpcni 
(500 TOW missiles). 

Lata on Octobar U%a 1 lad tha V.*. citxttn. 
(Hakim) taakad to maintain contact and advised tha t Ir an had 
•exercised its inftbenee with tMtUlania' in ordapto obtain 
tho ralaasa of an^Anerieaa *• Oawid Jacobean •• and ek uncertain 
nuavber of fxaneh hostsfaa. *• further jietod that thl#'would &• 
part of tha purpose of tha- Iranian Torsion Trial iter's visit to 
Syria — an avant wa bH# assart of —-Jovemke r ISM, ■■■/ 

scatad that tha situation fft Tohranjaa i lMII *d TBMUem- l n nua nce 
ovar Hisbailah wars nsTl\ jjfTTlnrai~ 


davxd Jacobsen Wts reldllid hypin'. 
Ameriesn Mtessy compound fbi'West Be in.,. .... 

Cast Sairut immediately dispatcher an embassy 
Beirut to pick up Hr. JeeeCten. - r 


JO 


*S. tabrtfy'.ui 
Uif 

" -w- vt: t . 

•ft 


It is now apperjfrt that peodtsteai^M. ofttrta^to 
contact with Iran and PubtAian*. fWU spadula«o 
those contacts have probably wtukttad^ 

Iran between prafwatia jJasmoMOed by «B4nj»Sfcend-SsW^ 
radical factions (undo^th* ovdrall sponsorship af Ay aaod un^sfr- 
Hontasaril. In lato oAeber, radical 

revealed tho (JUfsanJanl) contact with tho^BO aiitnEwr^arms of 
tha contact. In ardor to defend hiaaalf apainst charges of 
coiludina with tho WBO and to preserve a decree of latitude !ar 
both partioa. MajU* >H<»» hafsanjanV^rovidad a purposely 
aiitariad version of tho^btay IJM-hcfiflaad'siiiioasia nxs 
JovUbSTf tddrao* to thatlj!' Mkmt 

leaders dMdrantly now loPkjlfjtraihSdfrto settle »*•***''<•'' 4l 

siaiipfew&is ma& 

terrorism aMtrsason haa oausod farther internal conflict. 

resolution of tho Ubanon hostaao situation is «^“«***f 
by waninp Iranian influanco in Ubanon duo in P*rh*« * l "*"*‘* 1 
constraints and tho fact that tho tlbyans aro aapahdlnf thair 


top stem 


(ill 


4L4 / 5 /mdxWi * 
























On November 7, the day after a meeting with U. $. officials, 
Iranian government authorities arrastad six other individuals 
invclvad in radical activities. Among the two vara isnior 
military officars and a Ka^lis daputy (Ahmad Kashanx), tna 
grandson of Ayatollah Kasnani, a conspirator m the 1949 attempt 
against tha Shah. r 


bespit# mesa internal difficulties and attendant publicity in 
tha western r.edia. tha Iranians continue to maintain direct 
contact with the r JSG and mat agai n in Gen eva on November 9-10 
wj th NSC a r. d CIA reprasar.ta tivas .BlHiHHHHHHHHiHHtlHIHHHHH 

-«.-- Iranian contactT 7 

continue ta-f&ffnunigJK.il with 1 



_____ BotftqHHHjmm^^Ahave warned mat further 
disclosures could hari^naapar^Wa 1 ly and tha longer-term 
interests :f tha two countries. 


It is important to note that since tha initiation of tha :$G 
contact with Iran there has bean no evidence of Iranian govern¬ 
ment complicity m acts of terrorism against the U.S. *e do not 
<r.ov who seized tha last three American hostages in Beirut 
^Messrs. Read, Cicippio, and Tracy). Tha Islamic Jihad 
Organization CJOI has d^ ^lauiad faspgnsibi lity — as have our 
Iranian interlocutors. 


____ H t is possible that these three 

Americans ware kidnapped at tha direction of Iranian radicals 
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loyal to tho now imprisoned Mehdl Hsehenl. If eo, this could b« 
an effort to undermine tAo naacont 0 . 1 .•Iranian strategic 
dialog# and aaaeorbato tho intornal Iranian power itrueele 
eyeinst tho praymetie faction with which wo havo been in contact. 

Throuyhout this proeets, tho DM haa aotod within tha Units 0 f 
oatablishod policy and in compliance with all U.S. law. Tha 
ehlpment of f.001 U.S. TOW* and 3)S AAV* mlsell* olactronle toara 
parta vaa undertaken within tho proviaiona of a Covart Action 
rindlny. 

Duriny tho course of thla oporatlon •• and before •• the u.S. was 
coynisant of only throe shipments froa Israel to Iran. 
Specifieallyi 

-- Tho Israelis acknowledyed tho Auyust Dll shipment of 101 

TOWa after it had taken place. Until wo wore advised oy^he 
Israolis. and had tho information subsequently confirmed by 
Iranian authorities, wo wore unaware of tho composition of 
tho shipment, we subsequently ayraod to rysilace thasa tcw« 
in Kay of DSI. 

-- The November 191) shipment of .11 Israeli HAW missile* was ' 
not an authoriaod exception to policy.’ "Tfill'TKipffant'Vas 
retrieved in fabruary 1919 as a consequence of U.S. 
intervention. 


-- The October IMS shipment of .J.OU.JOW* froa Israel to Iran 
was undertaken with u.S. acquiescence. Thasa TC«s wars 
capulacod_on Hovaabor 7. 


In aupport of thla rindlny and at tho direction of thi President, 
tho CIA provided tho followlny operational assistance: 

.. cut cooasunicatlons offieora and an annuitant to assist in 
various phasea of tho operation. 

.. Sterile overseas bank accounts for financial transact ions. 


— A secure transhipment point for the dispatch of U.S. 
military items fro* tho U.S. 

— Transhipment of military items fro* the U.S. to Israel. 


Communications and intoiiiyenes support for tha msetinqs 
with Iranian officials and the Hefarlana trip to Tahren m 
Hay. 


fill. 


Lb 
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* U-.tAtr Of AKimCAK HOITACtl IN ItIKCT N 59q 

itcfcqround . In Junt 1915, privets American and Israeli citiiem 
commenced ar. operation te effect the release of tha American t 
hostages ir. Beirut in exchange for providing certain factions ir, 
zrar. with U.s.-origin Israali military matanal. By September, 
L.5 k . and Israali Government officials became involvad in this 
andaavor ir. ordar te ensure that tha USG would: 


•• not object to tha laraali transfar of embargoed matanal tc 
Iran; 

-- sail raplacaaant itarns to Xsraal as replenishment for like 
itarns sold to Iran by Xsraal. 
s 

On September K tha laraali Govarnmant, with tha endorsement of 
tha USG. transfarrad SOI basic TO* aissilas to tra&. rorty-ai<jht 
hours later. Bavarand Benjamin weir was ralaasad in iairut. 


Subsequent afforts by both governments to continue this procsss 
hava mat with frustration dua to tha naad to communicate our 
intentions through ar. Xranian axpatnata arms daalar in turope. 
ir. January DM, under tha provisions of a new Covert Action 
Finding, tha CSC demanded a meeting with responsible Iranian 
govarnmant officials. 



tha first direct u.*.-Iranian contact in over five /iTfs. At 
this masting, tha U.I. aide made an effort to refocus Xranian 
attention on tha threat posed by tha Soviet Onion and tha naad te 
establish a longer term relationship between our two countries 
based on more than arms transactions. It was emphasised that tha 
hostage issue was a 'hurdle* which must be crossed before this 
improved relationship could prosper. During tha meeting, it also 
became apparent that our conditions/demands had not bean accurate*.', 
transmitted to the Xranian Government by tha intermediary and it 
was agreed thatt 


-- The USG would establish its good faith and bona fides by 
immediately providing 1,000 TOW missiles for tala to Iran. 
This transaction was covartly completed on February 21, 
using a private O.B. firm and the Israelis as intarmadianes. 

-- A subsequent masting would be held in Iran with sanlor U.S 
and Xranian officials during which the O.S. hostages would 

ba released. 


Immediately after the hostages ware safely in our hands, the 
U.S. would sell an additional 3*000 TOW missiles to Iran 
using the same procedures employed d uring the_li&iember 1913 
transfer. 


OecTaaaiTyi OADB 
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In early March, the Iranian expatriate intermediary demanded that 
Iranian conditions (or release of the hostages nov included the 
* prior sale of 200 PHOENIX entiles and an unspecified number of 
KAXPOOK eissiles. ir. addition to the J.00C rows which would be 
delivered after the hostages were released. A subsequent meeting 
was held with the intereediary n Paris or. March I, whereir. it 
was explained that the requirement (or prior deliveries violated 
the understandings reached in Frankfurt on February 20. and were 
therefore unacceptable. It was further noted that the Iranian 
aircraft and ship launchers for these eissiles were in saeh 
disrepair that the mssilts could not be launched -even if provided 


from March ♦ until March 20, thera was "no further effort 
undertaken on our behalf to cantag^h^xanian Government or the 
intermediary. On March an unsolicited 

call to tht ph one-drop i n MeryTans vnicn vs bed established for 
this purpose. JHMHBasked why we had not boon in contact and 
urged that we ^proceed™ peditlously since the situation m Seirut 
was deteriorating rapidly. He was informed by our rarsi-spesXmg 
interpreter that the conditions requiring additional eatenel 
beyond the ),OOC TOW* were unacceptable and that we could in no 
iso pro vide anything else prior to the releaee of our hostages. 

|observed that we were correct in our assessment of their 
■fcebiliT? to use PHOENIX and 1AAPOON nsslles and that the aoit 
urgent requirement that Iran.had was to place their current HAW 
missile inventory in working condition. In a subsequent phone 
call, we agreed to discuss this aatter with him and he indicated 
that he would prepare an inventory of parts required to make 
their KAVX systems operational. This parts list was received or. 
March 21, and verified by CIA, 


Oc April 2, Ari Corbanifahr, the Iranian 
ed in Washington. D.C. with instructions fra 


Current Situation . 

intermediary, arrived in Washington. D.C. with instructions tree 
o consummate final arrangements for the return of the 
^fostagofr Gorbanifahr was reportedly enfranchised to negotiate 
the types, quantities, aod deliver) procedures for materiel the 
u.s, would sell to Iran through Israel. The mooting Us ted 
nearly *IL nieht on Aorll 3*4. and Involve#! 


call] 



fleer in 

the substance of hie calls to 

Tehran during the meeting. MM* * Presidential approval, it 

was agreed to prooeoi am follcvot' 

— ay Monday, April ?, tho Iranian Government wl 

11 ? ml 11 lorn to am Xerooll oooouatein Iwittorland. Tho 
Israelis will, in turn, transfer t* a private J.r. 
corporation account An iwitserland tho sum of til million. 
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Or Tuesday, April I (or at toon aa tht transactions arc 
verified)* tho private O.S. corporation will transfer 
n.cs: alllion to a CIA account in Swittarland. CIA will 
thtr transfer this sun to a covert Department of the Army 
account ir. the C.s. 


On Wednesday* April I, the CIA will coemence procurin' 
13.1$; Billion worth of 1AW siault parts (I * 

line itemsl end tnni^ ^iM these parts to(__ 

_ This process is 

Fit mate* to take seven worms' eaya. 


On Friday* April 11* a private P. Li ai rcraft (7C7i> will 
— . pick-up the RAW missile parts atflHfand fly them to a 

covert Israeli airfield tor pro pout ion inf (this field was 
used for the earlier delivery of the 1000 TOPsi• At this 
field* the parts will be transferred to an Israeli Detents 
Forces* (IDF) aircraft with false markings, a satcoh 
capability will be positioned at this location. 


If! 


Saturday * April 1$, mcFarlane, north, Teicher* Cave, . 

and a SATCOM communicator will b oard a CIA aircraft 
rafthfurt 


on Sunday, April 20, the followin' series of events will 
occuri 


C.S. party arrives Tehran (A-hour) *• met by 
kafsanjam* as head of the Iranian delegation. 

At A*7 hour#, the O.i. bestefes will be released in 
Seirut. 


At AMS hears, the IDF aircraft with the haw missile 
parts abnegft will land at Sander Abbas, Iran. 


n*«£ueeion. The tollowins points are relevant to this 
Transactfon, the discussions in Iran, and the establishment of a 
broader relationship between the United States and Irani 


The Iranians have been told that our £**»•”*" An ***"*• * 
•holy commitment* on the part of the USO that we artsincere 
.nd euTmU. Thaw 1, tr«t dlftwat of tha V.%. 
aaon, tha various Iranian partlaa involvad. ****??'[* °!?{L. 
praaanea on tha around la Iran, thay 

va will fulfill our and of tha bargain aftar tha hoata«aa 
ara rslataad. 
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Utahr specificallyMntion«4 that 
Jidfiiim Vnoru to *buy* tht hostages could succeed ir 
the otar future. Further, tht Iranians art vail aware tot* 
tht situation ir. leirut is deteriorating rapidly and that 
tht ability of tht lftCC to affect tht release of tht 
hostages will become increasingly sore difficult over tiee. 


Me have convinced the Iranians of a significant near terr 
and long range threat fro* tht Soviet Union. Me have rt«: 
and deceptive intelligence to demonstrate this threat dur:r.; 
the visit. They have expressed considerable Interest ir. 
this matter as part of the longer term relationship. 



-• The Iranians have been told that their provision of 

assistance tc Nicaragua is unacceptable to us and they have 
agreed to discuss this matter m Tehran. 

-- we have further indicated to the Iranians that ve wish t: 



The Iranians are veil aware that their most immediate reeds 
are Cor technical assistance in maintaining their air ferst 
and navy. We should expeet that they will raise this its.* 
during the discussions ir. Tehran. Further conversation ».tr. 
Goroarifahr on April 4, indicates that they will want to 
raise the matter of the original J.OOC tons as a significant 
deterrent to e potential Soviet move against Irsn. They 
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-- Th* tun4* item thi* transaction art allocated aa ' 

follows. '■ 

- $2 Billie* will be used to purchase riplietatnt TOW* 

\ ■ for tht original SOI told by Israel to Iran for tha 

roloaao of Benjaain Voir. This &• tht only way that we 
hav« found to Mat our commitment to replenish that# 
stocks. 

• 112 Billion will bo used to purchase critically naadad 

itpphai for tho Wieeraeeen Democratic Besistanc# 
forces. This aatarial is essential to eovar shortages 
in rasistanca lnvantorias rasultiny froa thair currant 
offans&vas and Sandinista counter-attacks and to 
‘bridqe* tha period batwaan now and whan ConqrteiiontUy- 
approved lethal assistaaca (beyond tha $25 allUon m 
’defensive* arms) can be delivered. 


Tha ultiaate objective in the trip to Tehran is to cosmenct tha 
process of improvinq IM.-Iranian relations. Both sides are 
aware that tha Xren-Ira? war is a major factor that oust be 
discussed, we should not« however, view this aeetin? as s 
session which will rssult in immediate Iranian agreement to 
procsed with a ssttleaent with Iraq. Bather* this meet in?, tht 
first hiqh-level 0.3.-Iranian contact m five years, should be 
star, as a chance tc aovt in this direction. These discussions, 
as wall as follow-on talks* should be governed by the Taras of 
Beference (TOB) (Tab A) with the recognition that this is, 
hopefully, the first of aany meetings end that tht hostaqe issue, 
once behind us* taproves tha opportunities for this relationship. 

Finally, we should recognise that the Iranians will undoubtedly 
want to discuss additiona l aras and commercial trans actions as 
0 quids * for accoaa oA atlnt hicarsqut, 

and Iraq. Our eaphasis on We Soviet aTTitary and -lubversiv* 
thraat* s useful aechanisa in bnafinq their to aqreeaent on the 
hostsqe issue, has also served to increaso thair dasire for means 
to protect themselves sftinst/deter the Soviets. 


ssssissamiSE 


That tba » rea ideft approve the stricture depicted ikevj under 
‘Current Situation* and the Terms ef Beference at Tab A. 


Approve 


Disapprove 


Attachment 
Tab A 


o.l.-Iranian Terms of Beference 


*£=ass* - TOP SEtiftfT ^ *i 

mmm _ 



1895 


«ICMT - 



CP/^nrr 

ocuntI - 

eUMM W B 



*mi» «. mi 

f 


V 1 - IMK titaa or c.i. cauffi isnigaiii 


Frttid«nt M« f4n ett | A nto office « « time when :ran m* 
hid 4 cl [)| u on tho MMneiR HUtitil proetii •• 
perhaps «ot wh«t you intanded. 


Tho Prooidont represented oa4 mMIH Aotriei • recoverv 
troo o period of weakness. lo hot rebuilt Aaeneen nUttr* 
end economic etronyth. 


— hoit important, ho hoi rcstored American wm and 

•elf-cenfIdanea. tho O.i. ii not ilffiid to uae its povir ir. 
defanae of Its interacts. wo tro net intialdatad by lovtat 
pressures, whothor on im eootrol or Anyola or Control 
America or Afyhanisten. 


-- At tho seme time* wo art praparad to roaolvo political % 
proto loss on tho boan of rooiprocity. 

•• wo «oo sony intornatlonal trondi •• economic, tcehnoioyiet:. 
and political -• vorkiny in our favor. 


t:. U.I. fOUCT TOWMJ mu. ixiic miKinn 

A. V.t. iliUltm 0< Irtnitn >oUcv. 

- wo vlow tho Iranian revolution as a fact. Tho u.S. is 
not tryihf to turn tho clock back. 

- Our proaont attitude to Iran is not a produet of 
prejudice or aootion« but a eloar*oyod assessment of 
Iran's proaont policioo. 

- Iran has oaod * revolutionary Islam" as a weapon to 
undermine pro^wostem fevorneente and American 
interests thrpeyhout the Middle loot. As lony as this 
ie Xrest's polity, vrssa bound tome atratsyic 
adversaries. 

- Support of terrorism end hostaya-teklny Is pert of this 
strategic pattern* we see it used not only eyalnst us. 
but aoalaet our frloads, wo cannot accept either. 

Your Influence U aehievlny the release of tii hostages 
return of those hilled lover time) is sssentisl. 


ecTaislfyt OAfih 


unclassified 


I. 


SCNSlTIVt 
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*• set your activity in meny parti of the world, 
•including avan Central America. 


- Tht C.f. knows how Iran viewt tha Soviet Union. sut '■ 
subversion of western interests and friends objective!* 
serves Soviet interests on a global scale. 

Thus, our assessment is that a decisive Iranian victory 
in the war with trag would only unleash greater 
regional instability, a further erosion of the western 
position, and enhanced opportunities for Soviet 
trouble*AAking. 

• The C.S» will therefore do what it can to prevent such 
a development, we regard the war as dangerous in mar*, 
respects and would like to see an end to it. 

B. LMMblg Intgreftgtlgns of p.s. -Iranian Interests. 

• Despite fundamental conflicts, wc~percelve several 
possible intersections of U.S. and Iranian interests. 

X propose we explore these areas. 


first, the U.S. has had a traditional interest m 
seeing Iran preserve its territorial integrity and 
independence. This has not changed. The U.S. oppoitt 
Soviet designs on Iran. 


Second ,^we have no 
Iran 


over 



we are seekine an end to this 
Shflict and want to usT~an improved relationship with 
lrar. to further that end. 


Third, we have parallel views on Afghanistan. Soviet 
policy there nak ed ac eression. a thr eat to all ir. 



get out and 

let the Afghan people choose their own course. 


c. 0,1, Trtix- 

- wa hava no Ulualonn About vh.t i, possible In our 
bilateral relation,. Parkaps tbi, nootlnf will rov.al 
only a Halted* nen.atary. tactical coincidence o< 
interests. Perhaps noro. bo arc pr*paro4 either way. 

- in essence* wo arc prepared to have whatavar kind of 
ralatlonthip with Iran that Iran la praparod to hava 
with ua. 
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Affhamatan iiluitritii the price l^vutl III r«idy to 
pay to expand in«t under their direct control. 

Suaurm Soviet capabilities slo®S ^otdar and inside 
Afghanistan which could threaten Tehran. 


ware of Soviet activity, 


Soviet plana 


Vow they would do it. 


Iranian support to Sandiniata revise in Micarafua aids and 
abets Soviet designs •• makes O.S.*lraman relationship eort 
difficult <1100 million in oil last year, plus arms). 

l\S. car. help Iran cope with Soviet threat. ' 


Mav be real value for Iran and C.S. to find ways to 
cooperate against Moscow in Afghanistan. - 

artfce forfrefeteesj 


ve need to know who you work with, what you already provide, 
and devise strategy to exploit Iranian comparative 
advantage. 

KAADWAAX 

we may be prepared to resume a lixited military supply 
relationship. 

However, its evolution end ultimate a# ope will depend on 
whether our convergent or our divergent interests come to 
loom larger in tha ovarall picture. 

What doea Iran want? 


SECR E T . 

S|N!" aSSiHf.f» 


stw$;jrm 


Exhibit EM-45 


UNCLASSIFIED 

Questions for Oliver North 






1. Who among the lirulis contacted you in en effort to obtain 
reliable traneportation to tend a ahlpoint to Iran in November of 


2. When did thie Israeli contact you? 

3. On vhose authority did the Israeli say he ves acting? 

4. What did tht Israeli tell you would be in the shipment? 

5. What reasons did the Israeli give for wanting to make this 
shipment to Iran? 

6. What reasons did the Israeli give for wanting reliable 
transportation arranged by the United States? 

6. Did the Israeli Indicate that Iran would do the United Starts 
any favors in return for the aid in transportation? 

7. Did the Israeli indicate that Israel would do the United 
States any favors in return for the aid in transportation? 

^ 8. With whom did you discuss the Israeli's request! 

a) at NSC? 

b) at CIA? 

9. Did you recommend that an airline arranged by the CIA be used 
to transport this shipment? 

^ 10. Why was it necessary to use this airline? 

✓ 11. Did you know who in the CIA approved the use of this 

airliner? 


/ 

/ 


12. Given that the National Security Act may require a 
presldentlally authorised finding before any covert operation can 
be undertaken, you seek legal advice as to whether, such a 
finding was required before recommending such an operation be 
undertaken? 


13. Did you monitor this operation In any way after CIA approval 
was given? 


14. When did you first learn of the true contents of the 
shipment? 

15. Who told, you of the discrepancy between the contests 
originally proposed by the Israelis and the actual contents? 

JvJS/v _OacteCiflad/RtlAdld flA . ? .., 


wpi j.eoicicn 


into prevbfo * of L0.12356 
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16, Old you avar complain to your original laraali contact of his 

dacatption? t. 

17. Whara you involvad in tha affort to obtain tha raturn of tha 
' actual contanta from Iran, 

18. why did tha Unltad Stataa saak to obtain tha raturn of tha 
individual contanta? 

19, Hov vara tha actual contanta of tha shipmanta intarfaring 
with our ability to maka contacts in Iran? (This is allagad in 
NSC docuaanta). 


^ 20. Why did Iran giva back tha actual contanta? 

/ 21. Hov did laraal, tha Unltad Stataa, and Iran coma to a mutual 
agraamant to raturn tha vaapona? 

22. Who nagoitiatad this agraamant tha partiaa? 

^ 23. Whan vaa tha agraamant mada? 

^ 24. whan vara tha actual contanta raturnad. ’ 

SVwSmW25, Was tha Praaidant avar infomad of tha aid va provldad tha 
/ fgvJU^^araalia at tha tima of tha shipmant? 

26. Did tha Praaidant approva this aid? 


27. Whan vaa tha Praaidant Informad of tha diacrapancy batvaan 
tha original contanta and tha actual contanta? 



28. Oivan that tha Arms Export control act may raouira raporting 
tranafara of arms to third countrlaa vithout Prasidantial conaant 
vaa thara any conaidaration of tha lagal conaatjuanca of laraal a 
action? 

29. Did tha Praaidant dacida not to raport? 


Oo you knov of ralating to tha laraali'a 

S origianl raquaat for a shipmant? 

V 30. Do you knov of any documanta ralating to tha daclslon to usa 
CIA transport? 


31. Oo you knov of any contamporanaoua documanta racording tha 
diacovary batvaan tha originally propoaad contanta and tha 
actual contanta? 


s' 


32. Do you knov of any othar documanta ralating to this affair? 
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25 / Administration of Ronald Reagan, 1986 


National Security Council and 
Implementation of United States Policy 
Toward Iran 


Remerke Announcing # Review of the 
Council's Role end Procedures. 
November 25, 1986 


The President. Last Friday, after becom¬ 
ing concerned whether my national securi¬ 
ty apparatus had provided me with a securi¬ 
ty—or a complete factual record with re¬ 
spect to the implementation of my policy 
toward Iran, I directed the Attorney Gener¬ 
al 1 to undertake a review of this matter 
over the weekend and report to me on 
Monday. And >esterday Secretary Meese 
provided me and the White House Chief of 
Staff* with a report on his preliminary find¬ 
ings And this report led me to concluder 
that 1 was not fully informed on the nature 
of one of the activities undertaken in con¬ 
nection with this initiative. This action 
raises serious questions of propriety. 

IVe just met with my national security 
advisers and congressional leaders to inform 
them of the actions that I'm taking today. 
Determination of the full details of this 
action will require further review and in¬ 
vestigation by the Department of Justice. 
Looking to the future, I will appoint a spe¬ 
cial review board to conduct a comprehen¬ 
sive review of the role and procedures of 
the National Security Council staff in the 
conduct of foreign and national security 
policy. I anticipate receiving the reports 
from the Attorney General and the special 
review board at the earliest possible date. 
Upon the completion of these reports, I will 
share their findings and conclusions with 
the Congress and the American people. 

Although not directly involved, Vice Ad¬ 
miral John Poindexter has asked to be re¬ 
lieved of his assignment as Assistant to the 
President for National Security Affairs and 
to return to another assignment in the 


1 Attorney Central Edwin Meese III 
* Donald T Regan, Assistant to the Presi¬ 
dent and Chief of Staff. 


Navy. Lieutenant Colonel Oliver N^/th 3 
has been relieved of his dutie^ on the Na¬ 
tional Security Council staff. 

I am deeply troubled that the iinplemen 
ration of a policy aimed at resolving a truly 
tragic situation in the Middle East has re¬ 
sulted in such contioversy. As I’ve stated 
previous!), I believe our policy goals toward 
Iran were well founded However, the in¬ 
formation brought to my attention yester¬ 
day convinced me that in one aspect im¬ 
plementation of that policy was seriously 
flawed. While I cannot reverse what has 
happened, l*m init.ating steps, including 
those I've announced today, to assure that 
the implementation of all future foreign 
and national security policy initiatives wiii 
proceed only in accordance with my au¬ 
tomation 

Over the past 6 years we've realized 
many foreign policy goals l believe we can 
yet achieve—and 1 intend to pursue—the 
objectives on which we all agree a safer 
more secure, and stable world 
And now, I’m going to ask Attorney Cer. 
eral Meese to brief you 
Reporter, What was the flaw? 

Q, Do you still maintain you didn't make 
a mistake, Mr. President 5 
The President. Hold ;t 
Q. Did \ou make a mistake in sending 
arms to Tehran, sir 5 

The President, No, and I'm not taking 
any more questions \nd in just a secor.J. 
I'm going to ask Attorney General Meese :c 
brief you on what we presently know of 
w hat he has found cut. 

Q Is anyone else going to be let go, sir 5 
Q. Can you teil us—did Secretary 
Shultz- 

Q. Is anyone else going to be let go? 

There have been calls for- 

The President. No one was let go. They 
chose to go. 

Q. What about Secretarv Shultz, Mr 
President? 

Q. Is Shultz going to stay, sir 5 


'Deputy Director for Political- Military 
Affairs. 
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Q. How about Secretary Shultz and Mr. 
Regan, sir? 

Q. What about Secretary Shultz, sir? 
@.*Can you tell us if Secretary Shultz is 
going to'stay? 

Q. Can you give Secretary Shultz a vote 
of confidence if you feel that way? 

The President May I give you Attorney 
Ceneral Meese? 

Q, And who is going to run national secu¬ 
rity? 

Q. What about Shultz, sir? 

Q . Why won’t you say what the flaw is? 

Note: The President spoke at 12:05 p.m. to 
reporters assembled in the Briefing Room at 
the White House. 


Special Review Board for the National 
Security Council 


Statement by the President. 
November 26, J9$6 


I am pleased to announce the appoint¬ 
ment of former Senator John Tower, former 
Secretary of State Edmund Muskie, and 
former National Security Adviser Brent 
Scowcroft—three distinguished experts in 
foreign policy and national security affairs— 
to serve as the members of the Special 
Review Board l announced yesterday. 
Former Senator Tower has agreed to serve 
as the Board’s Chairman. 

As I indicated, the Special Review Board 
will coridjct a comprehensive study of the 
future role and procedures c f the National 
Security Council staff in the development, 
coordination, oversight, and conduct of for¬ 
eign and national security policy. In particu¬ 
lar I have asked the Board to review the 
NSC staffs proper role in operational activi¬ 
ties, especially extremely sensitive diplo¬ 
matic, military, and intelligence missions. 
Specifically, they should look at the manner 
in which foreign and national security poli¬ 
cies I established have been implemented 
by the NSC staff. In conducting their 


review, the Board will have full and com¬ 
plete access to the NSC staff and its re¬ 
sources as well as the cooperation of the 
other Departments and Agencies in the ex¬ 
ecutive branch. 

I hope the Board will conduct its review 
in a prompt and thorough manner. Upon its 
completion, I intend to share its findings 
with Congress and the American people. 


Special Review Board for the National 
Security Council 


Appointment of the Membership. 
November 26, 1986 


The President today announced the ap¬ 
pointment of the following individuals to be 

members of his Special Review Board: 

John Cooduin Touer ; of Texas. Former Senator 
Tower most recently has served as a U S. nego¬ 
tiator on strategic nuclear arms, 1985-1986. He 
was a U $ Senator from the State of Texas, 
where ho served on the Senate Armed Services 
Committee, 1961-1985; an assistant professor 
of history and political science, Midwestern 
State Univ ersity, in Wichita Falls, TX. Former 
Senator Tower was born September 29, 1925, 
in Houston. TX. 

Edmund Sixtus Muskie , of Maine. Former Sena¬ 
tor Muskie served as Secretary of State, May 
I9$0-January 1981. and as a U S. Senator from 
the State of Maine, 1959-1980, serving on the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee. Edmund 
Muskie is currently engaged in the private 
practice of law with the firm of Chadbourne 6c 
Parke in Washington, DC, and New York City. 
He was born March 28, 1914, in Rumford, ME. 

Lt. Ctn. Brent Scowcroff t USAF (Ret ), of Mary¬ 
land. Ceneral Scowcroft is vice chairman of 
Kissinger Associates, Inc., in Washington. DC. 
Most recently, Ceneral Scowcroft has served on 
the President’s Blue Ribbon Commission on 
Defense Management, 1985; and he served as 
Chairman of the President's Commission on 
Strategic Forces, 1983. Cenenl Scowcroft was 
an Assistant to the President for National Secu¬ 
rity Affairs, 1975-1977. He was born March 19, 
1925, in Ogden, UT. 
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. .3 L'JJ fhe Uaiahing ton Po^w, Novenber* 3o , 

34, 1^, Wednesday , final edition 

-.lc-ion fihst section, pace A9 

I. rr-CTH 7^09 wordi 

MCAOLINK. Transcript of Attorney General Hovso's News Con^rtnce 


CODY 

Uhy don't I tell you what Is the situation and then I'll take your quo»*ior._, 

On Friday afternoon — or Friday at noon , the prvsxdint asked me to looii in. 
ar<j bring together the facts concerning the? -- particularly the i «plan«ntiuion 
of the strategic initiative in Iran and more precisely, anything pertaining .u 
the transfer uf arms Over the weekend this inquiry was condue wed. Yesterday 
evening I reported to the president Ue continued our inquiry and this eorntny 
the president, directed what we make this Information immediately available wo 
the Congress and to the public through this sodium thts noon 

Let ne s»«iy what all of the information is not yet in. Uc are swill .aiuuuiui 
our Inquiry Pit* he did want e*» to sake available tsaedtately what wo knen i. 
who present tire 


t r \ ten/j The Washington Post, November 24, 1^94 

L’hat ia involved is that in the course of the aras transfers, which inv,_ i.„ _ » 
thu United States providing the area to Israel and Israel in turn trans r-:rr-t n j 
who arms ■- in effect, selling the aras to rspresentatives of Iran Certain 
■•jnt^s which were received in the transaction between represen tat l ves of Tor-tol 
and representatives of Iran were taken and sade available to the forces in 
Central America, which are apposing the 3andinlsta governeent there 

Tn Cr nines, dkt wag ib^which the transactions occurred was that a c-irwii i 
tm^unt of ees^flpaa nw^pti^ptsed by represen tat 1 ves outside of the United f tri , s 
with Iran This aeeunt of money was then transferred to rtpr-.^^iu ux. 

as best we kfte^PUkdtS ess be described as representatlves of Israel They, in 
turn, transfeefK ia Iks CZA , which was the agent for the United Stawv* 
go/er nsent under a‘finding prepared by the president — signed by the pros- j-.-r. 
in January of 1996. And, incidentally, all of these transactions thaw I in 
referring to took place between January o# T V9®6 and the»<pre*ent time The; 
transferred to the CIA the exact aeount of the money that was owed wo the Uni„- 
Statos government for the weapons that were Involved plus any costs of 
trantporuiion tha sight be involved. This money was then repaid by who CIA wu 
the Department of Uwfense under the normal procedures and all qov*»rnnt?nul e mv.' 
and all governmental property was accountsd far and stateaents of that haw btw 
verified by us up to t.h«» present time 


’r 1 1 ^n.4 TKm r> ' .Dll C’d'*l . J 
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Th* toncj — *.he difference between the «on#v owed to the United fU(«i 
govcrna«r.’i, and the >on«y received from raprtvcntatlvci of Xran woo ihon 
deposited in bonk account! which were undor the control of representatives of 
the forces in Control Afterica. 

Haw ouch aoney, air? How ouch involvad? 


* *■ l "Uu who cxac i Anojnt, yarn. . Our w*ti»aia 1 m whoa i w i» woaowUiu 
t -■ ww.‘> n t \ r ,md f 10 oil l ion. 

!lo- Jlvi i'w ^ umu wo your atttnuon? 

Tn \hc conrirt of a thorough r^vitw cf a nuobor of intarcapta , and o 

i«ln, (.his - th* hint, of o possibility th&w chart wok 'tuna aunitj b-.**. 
i.idc available for sot* other purpose ca«« to our attention, and then w>: H . 
what with the individuals Involved. 

Uhy wasn't the president -- why wasn't the president told? 

Th- pi bsidwric was nold os soon as we found out about it. 


Ic) 1096 The Washington Post, Novaabar 26, 19S6 

Ar.J he knew nothing about at? 

The pr-Midcnt knew nothing about it until X reported i t tc his I . . * 
yvstwrciay coining that we still had soae sore work to do, and then X gave l.ia 
who detail what we had yesterday afternoon 

I* uhtai wha* you ware looking for when you began? Or is this just »wr*««i>«.'■* 
«ha*. '.'.mad up in the course of your weekend 1 nvostlgatlon? 

Thio curnad up in the course of the investigation. The firs* thing thaw 
tri gg'»r*»d, if you will, an inquiry, was the *aet that as people prepared 
cuociaony -- because this had been dune in a rather cospar teen tallied way ** 
people prepared their teatftoony for the Hill on Friday, there ware -e 1 - 
things where** facts — IhSfS appsarod to be sure facts out there than w* ;.~o 
,i!r»ady put together. And it wee a natter, then, of the president requ-r, . t. 4 
wu .elk with everyone whp Jtad any participation at all, because or.* ag«*.._y 
doing one thid£, another agency was doing another thing -- there was very 1... 
paperwork •• - earf to deiaralne precisely what all of the facts were te-.^u 
■ to be s&r* that he had all of the information about anything the. r., 

I,awe jcwurrsd in the course of this whole situation. That was ~ it was Ji-r**.,, 
*.!■. ■; '• ri."- 1 " rf that Inquiry that this tnforeation was found and then waa full ... . 
uu i whwr wuhlI usians that X eenwioned. 


'c> 1^26 Tho Washington Post, Novoeber 26, 1926 

General M«es«, can you tell us who is running national security poll-, y? C 
you ;loar <<p fo- th~ American people, is Secretary CCeorge P 1 Shutw ■*-u a ; i n ; ‘' 
Jl-iu bht ..vuj.wi.il security adviser? And what are you recodsendi.ig l.» 

qf p c " t J *• 1 y r-*s tr"'*turing thr* White Hons** staff? * 

t,’, *u ywur question* in order, at the present time, upon 

r * :h.*, n ? r u t nder t v-»r ar^uaTlu leavino h*s oost . A.l CAlton <* 1 K«ol C Jr 1 - 
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deputy, will be chw Acung amiunt to the prtudam for national tacvfiif 
iffairi The president has not yet selected a replacesent, but ho will do so aa 
toon a* possible. 

Secretary Shultz la regaining In hl« position aa socrotary of atato. That has 
not boon a aattor of conjecture, or discussion, or inquiry. And the third part 
of your question? 

* ‘ i t 

t, 


Oh, what, j ovoaawndations will w* aake? Uc will aake whatever r«ioM>>nJAuuii> 
for fur'.her proro^d^ <ra>» out of it, but eore par ticularly, th-i pr'inJ*. iu 

will bo appointing .1 laall cueaission which will look into the pi u>.uJur\'j ahJ 
roJr» of thu» NSC CNationai Security Council! staff and will sake f •.<. 

r ecoc »cnd«* Ucins to hia as far as tho process for the future. 


irl 19DA The Washington Past. Noveebor 26, 19Q6 

Ue've been told that the president was operating, Pros the beginning of this 
operation in Junn or July of t°8S , on legal opinions — not written, but oral 
frt.a you Now, one can ask, then, are you, at this point, sorry that you gave 
the advice that the NSC should do thla operation, overlooking the objection; of 
State and Defense? 

The only l^gal opinion that waa involved had to do with the routine 
concurrence with the finding of January 1904. That'* the only legal opi.uti,, o> 
legal advice that was asked for, or that wae given 

General Mease, who in the NSC waa aware that this extra anumn u r .i,i.u._-y w.. . 
being transferred to the so-called contras or under their oon.roP Did Ad« 
Poindexter specifically know? Who else knew, and did the CIA know? w.tu 
Director CWllllaa J.l Casey aware of this? 

The only persons in the United States governaent that knew precisely «. 

this, the only peraon, waa Lt. Col. COllver L.J North Ada. Poindexter Jil k ,u 
that soaething of thia natura waa occurring, but ha did not look intu 1 *. 
fur thur. 

And what, if X could follow up, sir, what about CIA Director Casey*? 


. (or sft*-ffte Washington Post, Novesber 26, 1906 

CIA DirecSecretary of State Shultz, Secretary of Defence Lcas^ur 
U ! Weinberger the other eeabers in the NSC — none of us knew. 

When you say that Polndester knew, do you aean he approved of it? 

No. Ade Poindexter knew generally that soaething of this nature was 
happening. He did not know the details. 


He did not try to stop It, though? 

I don't know precisely whan he learned it. He knew of it soaefiae durw.i, I 


Dut he didn't try to stop it. 


s i r 7 
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He did no* try id flop u 

General hMH, 1«% •# esk you this. In the eeurto cf your investigation, 
did you satisfy yourself that you know oosetly hew aany shipments of art* wont 
free tho United State* or Israel to Iran, and erectly whet they contained? 
There'* quite a hit of controversy over that 


(cl 1905 The Washington Post, November 24. 1906 

ar*» fnlrl.i «ur» that we know of the shipaents of aras, because we ha/- 
« OM consul. We know it was shipped out of DOD CDeparteent of C#fens«3 v.uck., 
•j*» will only know — we only know at this tlee what the United States 
participated in We don't know of any other aree sales that aay have bten 
but we do know those that the United Statee participated In. 

Well let se Juvt follow up. Have you established in your inveetlgat ion 
• ih*th«*r * anyone in the United States qoverneent gave a wink, a nod, an accord o* 
any hind of approval for shipaents which Israel or any other third country eay 
have ead«9 

Will, mil of the shipments that. In which the United Stmt**' egjipa*»t -as 
(nvalvtd, Mr, aade by. through Tormol — were aede by Israel. -- 

Urn* that legal? Warn that legal? 


Mr Attorney General, do I understand, eir, that what you're reporting o» 
this morning and what the preeidont reported on thte eorntng la a 
.llvurtion of funde? The central gueationa that have been mated or the 
three or four weeba about the propriety a* ehipaent te — area to Iran, about 


fc> 1904 The Washington Post, Movesber 24, 1944 

the U S area eabarge at the time, the gueationa that the Hill haa ^ *“-'1 
you have, if I understand correctly, we have heard nothing new on thus* 
questions today. Is thet correct? 

we have heard wtMaa.Mw' that hasn't been teatlfied te essentially on vhu 
!jiI!!.^2Sraar--US aay have sere information than haa bean brought to 
VigL *«• Congr... baeically. 1 thin* Oirector Caauy gav. 

a pretty -_ 

Go- this tala' the discovery and the anneunceeent. rather, today of the 
C “l ** !, we ta*e it by Col North — that dees not drive to any of 

diversion of fund* — we se«w 4 * _ «. lM 7 uill he bv 

those other question*. Oid whet Col. North do, is thet e crise? Will 

prosecuted? 

whet he did, so thet the conclusions es to whether there s e y 
involved is still under inquiry by us. 

r.n-t it at thi. tiae libel*, even 
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(■-* 1*704 The Utihinijton Poit , Nov^abtr 26, 

• triciurti Again* t the ailitary aid to the contras. Isn't it now tiae for a 
special prosecutor? 

No. If w« find that thara is any crlainality — which as gat thara have baan 

I. 


n^ •' n n f* 1 111 < f’r'i - ■* n >1 i * w<» find that s oy rj no who i o v *■* r • ~ 4 p ■ r *3 o«* under 

Inilvpf.T.Jcn. Counsel ,',c i is involved, than -hat would b -• vhu -i**- -u . c-pue -w an 
i n'ia^<'nd 9 n t , ,-»i uti would to amj othar sat tar 

a grand jury ■ to Follow up - is a grand jury taking evidam.w u> . -h *.j»v 

Mo Thar* is no grand jury at the peasant tlsa. 

C i naudi blt-2 ‘.will saying it was not a aistaka -- the pulley was no- a 
Mistake*, Reneri! 

I «.hink thru policy, at* the president said, to reestablish wur relationship 
with Tran, to try tn bring an r*nd to the Tran-Traqi war, to try to decrease sh« 
par iicipikii'ii uF Iran m terr arise in the Middla Cast, and -u gat, our hui uges 
back • - all of then” objective* - certainly wars not Cal atotaki. 

Tiie way it wis carried out, led to this diversion of funds oy not including 
the other agencies. 


<c. 1 1936 The Washington Post, Novceber 36 , fc rs C 6 

Tt didn't l»*d to the diversion of funds. Tha funds wars trans far r>?d , .tn.1 
that's ona of tha things that has disturbed aa and disturbed the president, fi>«* 
w.»o not an Inh'Ton* part of anythlnq having to do with the policy ns-'lf 
Instead, u W 1 & actually an aberration fros tha policy and froo every thing tha, 
had hmn described to the president and to tha other seeders of :ho Na-.ui .il 
Security Council. 

Cinnudlhlel suggesting if Congress had baan notified, don't you think t- 
would have bean unlikely for this to happen? 

No t think exactly tha saaa thing could wall have happened bocau-ic ^hf, wa . 
'.onething that was unknoH* bo ..any of tha officials that gave au iho.' i ca - io,» 
ihis in tha first place, .. 

Could you* t ? aa these funds were used for? 

T don't knoij^X don't know that anyone does They were just provided to 
contras througl^Utie beat account, and that was the end, so far as we know, o.“ 
anyone In the United States governeent knowing anything about what happsn.d -o 
thes. 


Ic) 1996 Tha Washington Post, Novaeber 26, 1986 

How did you duci.vur it, Mr Auornvy General? J* 

i 

Mow did wa discover it? In the course of a review of docusen?*, w- 
acrosm a reference to tha possibility of differences in aeouni b*Hw- 
Isc-* no h^i Tr,^r, ♦ Kr» i«nnn* of *.h~ tcuiil wtie^^i - 1 ’i ; ■ r 
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And* Mcondly, tner# were *o*e rnf *r*r>c*n 10 in one p4f ucmIw Mcmmh 

;htt we found HMU it didn't tht whale situation, w« ihtft u««4 ih«i «« 

tht fettii for procotdlng furihtr and discussing with on# of Iht participant* 
what this oil Mtfit. And that's how thio wo* discovered. 


this? 


h«n you talked to Col. North ovtr *h« w*«YOnd, did ho odoit that ho hod dono 


7 will «-*lfc abuut. kho facts I »hink au fai *w Anything that night, pussitly 
tr involv«l tr» legal onion no to Mho -tds*itt*d wh*t, t think it would nut 'io 
appropriito for no *o gu into that 

n r« final follow-up, thon How did Col. North — lot no put it thii -»*y 
th*s.« trnnjfora of noninn, did they only go through on# nan — Col. Nont.; Uwr ^ 
,h »-o no othor poopl*? invol/sd? 


{ _•) l?3* Tho Uishingtoh Pont, Novnnbor 20, 1936 


No of soney wont through anyono. dank account* worn established, ... 

boot wo know, by representatives of tho forco* in Control Aaerica. And ghu 
infornation wti provided to ropronontativo* o* tho Israeli government and tho 
fund* * - or rvprtctntativon of Xnraol, X should nay nnd than these fond* w%»* 
put Into tho account*, So far an wo know at thin stage, no Aanrican pnrnon 
actually handlod any of tho fund* that wont to tho forco* in Central A*«i**.« 


C inaudible! Israel dnponltod aoney to account* that it had boon aik“-i 
deposit tho nonoy wo - Xnraol deposited nanny to account* it had bww" •*->'«■*- 

Thnnn arc sono of the detail* that we're still going into, bnenunn w*« t.,; 
had a chancn to interview everyone. 

Connral, have you aado any finding rogardlng tho uno of th* National Se-.'M’t*., 
Council staff as an operational wing of tho govornaont, and that it would 
In noaothing like thin? 


Thi* is what tho board *r tho coaalsslon that tho president will »** up *.*1 : 
prstusatoly bo looking at. Wo will probably bo aaking roeonnondation* on iht. 
regard . . 




i ~ 

^tc> ifti 


Tho Washington Pont, Novoabor 26, 


1906 


You nado tho long aarch with tho president froa California, and thorn a. e 
nany nany report* that hi# California friondo and nupportoro do think thorn 
should bo a roal shake-up at tho top. Yootorday, a No. 2 aan at tha State 
Copartoont realty danaged tho president's position in a way publicly -- by 
opposing it. diffaring and so forth: Do you think that Secretary Shult* hau 
behaved in tho proper stylo, and should ho stay on? And what do you think .hc.il 
happen? What'* happening to tho president? 

Well, I think you know that for th* alnont *i» yarn that X'vO, bc^n he •* I 
have never coiMmtd on any othor noabor of tho ad*ini*tration J X * no* going - • 
chano* that now t do think — X will nay thi* I think every oonb.r o 
adainistration owns it to tho president to stand shoulder-to-shouldor w.th .t« 
bonnstRdin nM teles that ho has — tho oolicu decisions h* has #nd> 
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w«ll at to stand by hu uhtn toaatKing has happened wMch the P rMi<*« n % did#i'% 
know, as In this case, and wh#r* ha has very couragaoui \ y, x think, aada it 
laaediately availabla to aha Aasncan public and to tha Congrati. And I intend 
to do that Othar people can spaak for thaasalvas. 

Hr. Haasa, batting aaida what tha prasidant didn't know until last night 
about tha dlvarsion of funds, you have tha spactacla of tha top aaabars of this 


.,J,Kinr. .ratiun r';yh„ing on* another like cats and dogs over policy, and the 
pr.j-si, J'jni'i «- r-'iit b 11 4 1 . y being d*wng*rj as a result Hava you done nothtng wo 


■ ’’cl 1936 Tha Washington Post, November 26, 1936 

aldros*. hat^ Has anyone hare addressed it”? 

Z think, again, wbts would involve consenting on other eeebers of the 
a Ji*i rt strat * on, which T won't do T've already said what ey position is, and t j 
pok-luij" is. tlearly that I think anyone who la a eeeber of the president's star 
or the president's Cabinet has an obligation either to support the policy 
derisions of the president or to get out. 

Sp'-ct finally, though, there have been published reports that you have 
i-fv-oikcndcd to the president or Mr*. CNancyJ Reagan or to soeeone that a Chang-? 
reeded to b»» made at the Uhlte House staff Is that so? 

No 

Nol true*? 

I have not - the published reports I've seen are those which said chu.. L u. 
tn league soeehow with a, quote, "group of Californian* 11 , which had to do 
aajor shakw ups in the governeent. J have not had any conversations with any 
Californians about such a group or (taking such recoaeendatIans 

/ 


<c> 1986 The Washington Post, November 26, 1986 

Have you had any conversations with Drew Lewis about replacing CUhito Hum so 
•*L lof of staffs Donald Pe*aA, .sir7 


No 

You hav 


sj|*,l,j>l led ‘Orew Lewis? 

I have not called Drew Lewie, and he has not called se about getting who 


Is the job open? 
No. 


Excuse se. sir You said that between • 10 aillion and 6 90 Million surplus 
funds froe the Iranian araa sale eay have been diverted to sources in C*ruril 

a 

I say, eay have been transferred. 

That's right. The public reports and what the White House has said «11 j-./' . 
♦.hit only ♦ 1? etlMon *o*s> wss for ehese Whet's cc*- •• e 


T 
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arat? 


(c) 19t4 Tha Washington Post, Novasbar 24, 1926 

Tha dlH«r«net is — it was t IS allHon worth ~~ tpproxitttal'i — worth of 
arai that was transfarrad #roa OOO stocks That's — 


Is that how tha Zsraalis sold that for I 10 to I 30 Million «oru than »..■*** 

That's ay — that's tha bast of our undart landing at tha prassnt tin, « # c* 

Old you know ’-hay wort sailing than at a praaiua? 

No nn« pit * coasand laval in tha Unltad Statas govsrnaant did Nc 

Uhat was tha purpose, as you datarainwd it, for sotting up this sp^ciul 
givan thr funding that's baan approvad, why was it that soaaona in tho Uh. t-a 
Hou&o fait it necessary to funnal this axtra sonsy to tha con.r»*7 

Uni 1 , t don't know precisely — except that this was sU dors during a pnri:J 
whan *.h» funding was not baing provided by tha Conyrois. This all donn priii. 

to tha first of this fiscal year whan funding was »*asuaod 5o , t; was a£ t -**•- 
whan no fundu wore baing providad by vha Uni tad Siatas vrnaant. 

Is this definitely in violation in tha law, than? ^ 


!c) 1984 Tha Washington Post, Novaabef 24, 1706 


That's sosethlng wa'rn looking at at tha prnsont tiaa because it dspwndr .:r. 
two things: precisely what was dona and praclsaly who did it, in tersu of ut-.+ » 
people who ar<* Unltad ftatas officials, or Unltad States citizens — icteal 1 * 
par tic 1pa tad, and what thair conduct waa. That'a what wa'ra still looking at. 

Tn your converse*, ions with Ada Poindaatar. how doas ha explain not hav\ g 
alert. »d anyona that this waa going on? As you said, ha was awara of who^a 
happening* and •— 


Again, Z'a nat ttlsf 
inquiry is still 
this, partieul 
Security Cotf 

OiJ ha qui 



iU.4ny praclsa convarsations with anyona whila ».hj 
Cat aa Just say that ha did not notify anyora of 
or any of tha othar aaabars of tha National 


irad? 


.jf-V +r j 

Ads. Poindestae resigned — or actually requested raasslgnoant to tha Na^y : 
his own accord bafora anyona avar raisad any quastion about this. Ha did a>is a 
his own volition baoausa ha fait — bacausa ha fait that it was his 
rasponsibillty to taka that action to avoid any possibla confusion over whxs 
■tttar and to allow tho orootdont to havo a now otart tn toram of ht« naiional 
sacurity optratiom, 


<e» 1984 Tha Washington Post, Hovasbar 84, 1^0 A # # 

r 

Whan did ha do that, sir? 

Ha discussed it with mm. uastardau. and ha actus Hu — and ha 





s 
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That was a ftar the inforituon had com out about this diversion of funds to 
the contras, yes? 

It was during tha saae conversation that Z discussed with his that ha 
•entioned what his aallng had been as to what ha ought to da In regard to tha 
wiiola eattar. 

9 . 


C it, i ■. w.t-3 nni-j nftrjr he was auars that this had becone publi . , an.1 you kn^u 
ah a.i *, it 

Mo, it hid not becose public at that ti«e 

Bn i. , that you knew about it, corract? 

This is rorrect. However, I was lad to baliava that ha had already planned 
resign prior to his conversation with aa, and ha actually told the pra-j.idfc.ii 
this sormng. 


(c) 1986 Tha Washington Post, Novaiber 26, 1936 | 

■ 

You say *.h*> stsberi of tha adstnistration should support tha praslda/it or g* 1 
out. Uhwrs; does that leave tha secretary of stata? 

I'* not talking about sny particular parson. Conclusions aro your buiuiPit, 
not aina 

Would you, plaasa, clarify tha whola question of tha prasidant con-ion r-j a 
third-country shipsent prior to signing this order -- this intelligence l niuii^ 
in January Exactly what did tha prasidant know, and whan did ha know i ? u:.o 
t u Id hi a trie details were, in tarss of Israal shipping aras to Iran, ipei «. f.oc. 
this additlon.il question of shipping aras to tha contras? r 

This is still balng looked into. Tha prasidant did not have full details uf 
.ill of tha aspects of transactions that took place prior to tha finding fhor*-* 
ware -- there was at least one transaction that we know about In which I-crawl 
shipped weapons without any authorisation froa tha United States. Thera wa$ 
another transaction of a slailar nature, although there was probably knowledge 
nn tha part of people in ^tha.United States about It, and this 

When was tt^itTk 

. f , ...» 

fet 1986 Tha Washington Post, Novaiber C6, 1986 

— is ana of — there was a transaction, one transaction in lata August or 
September and there was another transaction in . of '83 — in Noveeber 

And in the Novaiber transaction, actually, those weapons war# returned to 
Israel, it's our under*landing. That was — that whola — both of those 
transactions took place between Israel and Iran, did not involve, at that tiaw, 
tha Unltad States. 

0 

At what point did tha prasidant know? You said ha didn't have the i'uJ 1 
d-jvaito. 
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What detail* he have About those tr»n«*cUom, and when did he hav« \hmmr 

The pr«ald«nt — this 1* on« of th* things that we're recollecting now. Tha 
president w«« informed generally that ther.* had baan an Israeli *hipeent of 
weapons to Iran aoaatlaa during tha lata iuii«r, early fall of 1985, and than ha 
latar laarnad ftft'Peferuany of 1966 detail* about anothar shipment that had taken 

• » 

# 



place in November of *35, which had actually bttn returned to Israel in f #bru*r-j 
of *86 


1706 The Uaohington Powt, November 26, 1706 

If he (f* In't '’-Ally know, why did ha cal 1 Shi- won Pore* to thank hi* i u ;.. 
afv.cr C .njAain Weir's release? Why did ho call tha than Israeli p« i»ir a.nxstwr 
to thank hta for Intel's help tn sanding that shipment of arms? 

Uell, 1 1 >* chank-.J he called -- I dun'i, know, because that’s ioaathing I 
havo no*, discussed u* th the president specifically, the to Shamir Csicl, 

bm I chink -her s- was no question thin che Israeli* had been helpful in ter* i u 
their contacts w 1 t K othip people in regard to Weir f 

i 

Ailr.rncj General, Ad* PoinJexter has told reporcar* what th** prstidint 
✓ erb.tlly author*red that shipment in September of 1903 fro* Israel to Tran 
your information dispute that? 

Our information is that the president knew about it probably a^ter r,v.-. 

and agreed with the general concept of continuing our dl»cuman«, wuh 
Israelis concerning these matter* That's the information I have 

Cut who had iho au thori la tion ability, if not th* president? Uhu c«*.i 
tuthortie 

U^ll, t.obudy - - to ay knowledge ... To ay knowledge, nobody xud.or l.*.J 
that particular ship*ent specifically. 



Ic) 1964 The Washington Poet, Noveaber 36, 1936 

.heir own? 

yea. 

Co you knot^K9M|tr|9 elaia that they never did anything without c.v~- r .t: 
knowledge, i.i 11 jJnjyiffiK mtu1 con ** nt of tha United State* government? 

My under*tending is that in teres of that particular shipment ~~ ar.l 1 - 

ono of the —— 

Which one? The Septeeber '05? 

Th* Sapt**b*r -- August or Sopto.bor, it'» oithor August or Sopt*«b.r - 
on that particular occasion, It was dona at thoir — on tholr own sottur bj .ho 
laraollo. It wao known to uo. and lt'» uncortaln as to wholhor Jf. wat v.iuwn 
before or after, and — 

Didn't C former* national security Adviser! Dud CRobert Cl McFarland Cl 

an Israeli official iust at that time? 


75-986 0—88 - 47 
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Wal C a ainuu Lei me finish 
fact* at ltMt, was condoned by 


ay answer — and that it was, 
tha Uni tad Stataa government. 


however, aftar t 


tc> 1784 Tha Washington Post, Novtabtr 26, 1986 


v 0 ir -o rr«o'*\“ 4 f tn s.ik'» a distinction boiNean -ha IsrA'sli guv ir.ir.M.. 

and I'j.'aoli'* w'uu worw involved in tha diversion of funds. Are you implying «,{. 
ihrr'* wars *=on«*hody oiiiitd" th» govnrnnnnt and that they mre, in r,i-: t 
ki.igpins behind the this operation to diver w tha funds? 

Well, one of tha things that's var-j difficult is to bo talking .thou- - 

vh« atddlc of an inquiry which is not yet complete. Ufa can't know slJ ut '.i,. 

And so, as far as things that are happening other than involving t.'nx.-rl i 

persons or United States government officials that wa have talked to, w-_- dun . 
know all tha facts That's why T'e being very careful to say that, as fc-.-st. u- 
know, thay w*re ruprsssn v«i ti v«s of Israel. Whether they were specifically 
authorised by the government or not is one of the things T would assuae wa wil 
find ci u v 

Whit's to pr*'i»»nt, ar incror.singly cynical public froa thinking that yoi won 
looking fur a scapegoat and you cast up with this whoppsr , but it dosin't <*. ^v«- 
lot do with the original conrover s y ? 

Wall, the only thing that I can say is that wa hava bean vary caraftil at la 
out the facts for you and for tha American public just as rapidly as w*»' v«-> 
gotten them -- much, much different than wa would do in a noreal inquiry 
investlgattnn, when wa usually wait until tha inquiry Is rosplete Put : 

(cJ 1786 The Washington Post, November 26, 1786 

preslf.mt felt that in tha interests of getting tha full story out, uhn.- k 
should sake tha stataaant that ha did today and that I should appear t 
and answer questions — which I think you will agree Is doing everything 
do to be sura that there is no hint that anything is trying to be cunc^l-.a 

Hr. Heesa, how high did this go7 In other words, da you believe, and .r • 
being asked to believe, that a lieutenant colonel took this initiative «u<u ... i 
these funds t ransferrad, JMl* t.hat only Ada Poindexter knew about U'’ M*.w j' 
did it go7 

* 

Well, whll feu hava^^ffiK said Is .in accurate picture of what we know ,\ w h 
tine. And to best Of our knowledge -- and we have checked this rathur 

extensively •fpt did net. go any higher than that- 

Kr. Haase, was Cretlred aajorD general CJohn K.3 Slnglaub or Cretirou 
aajor3 general CRiehard M 3 5ecord or anybody In that network providing aid 
the contras — were they involved in this? 

Well, t can't tell you because we have not completed our inquiry, ami 
only names that I have used are people with whoa wa have talked and n*vv c ♦ * * 
good Information ss to who's who. 


<*.* 1706 The Washington Fast , 


November 26, 


Vou'v 


talked .ihout alvino us 


his i n f o r «** i ton sbo" 


»>« f > • n d s 
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Congress ipecifically forbad* you, in mo Boland u«n4MAti fro* directing or 
proviii-g support to the contra*. Haven't you, bated strictly on the inforeatlen 
you've given us today, violated the Boland asendeent, and hasn't one of the 
president's staff aeebero overseen that? 

This is soaething that we are looting into at the present tlee. As to the 
specific applicability of variety of taws and whether the acts that particular 

f. ~ N * 


iuir. . .jiniii i : w.”»- hi violation of those laws, I'm not ^rupArsd aw thii via.. 
n m.ik*' .* rmclmion that's still under cons ider a t ion. 

VJnt. 1 <J y„n* i,«n thw president that the Boland asendeent sight have 
violated, ind that'*: why you were taking this action* 

trj an iw►. , i* . '.bains the sane. 

Mr Mcesi, you say Ade ^oindexter is being reassigned Should ho fc<-> 
rwmjnwJ wiwhouL any de ter s i na t 1 orr-bei ng aade as to whether or not the.-v has 
teen iny crietna’ity involved here? 

Uell, he ii a naval officer, a very distinguished naval officer. He has askj 
io be p c m i r n r* rj to the Navy, and the president has agreed to allow hie to do 


<c) 1934 The Washington Post, Noveaber 26, 1906 


>s n * r n i*'% a setter of hie deciding to relinquish his position as the 

to the president for national security affaire. So he lutonu' il]>j 
-o*?t bi'*li to the Navy, as he's requested 

Cii:^uii*tlv3 Do you believe, or has the president expressed to you »oni- 
cairern that perhaps he need* to change soee of his staff operations in ord.*r 
fur h*a to receive sore inforeation and have sore of a hands-on presidency? 


cl 

pr 

no 

-,h 

No 
i o 


It's not a natter of having a hands-on presidency, It's saking sure „haw 
,se people who are working for hi* are following the procedures That s .he 
i-ion why he has this coaeleslon whtch will be reviewing specifically wha - 
procedui «s and what those standards of conduct are. As far a* wha* 
•scident didn't know, I only eentioned two ties* — one tiee where he kr.ru 

which was the transfer of funds to the forces in Nicaragua. The od,-r 
tog was where he didn't have eoeplete inforeation at the tie* regarding who 
vosber transact 1 *n. Aa^lru %h* suaaer the Auguat situation in which he w-u 
rorned of that m Cat sffgr the fact. And it'e ey unden tending that thr» nm .* 
iu-t a ndi viddaSetnvdtVed were also inforeed after the fact. 


Put does 


HB. 


leva'that he has been badly served* Is he angered by 


th l £ f 


<c> 1766 The Washington Post, Noveeber 24, 1994 

t think what — that that calls for s conclusion I'm juit talking abwu . 

f AC tS 

VJhat does this do to your credibility with Congress* T seen, how c.m y 31 r 
pwfcupiv now go down to Congress and look thee in the eye when the* pavwu k 
oppoilng funds fer the contras and your adeinietratlon, however* It h.ip, 
wound up landing that eoney? 

X think sase we *i gou do when anybodg tn the adeinistrstl on do 


s x - -■.: . 
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that H not correct. And that It, you go down to Cong rota mn+ M9^WV"^H| 

exactly what happened, which to what the protldont and what 1 did today. Y don't 
think anyone can be responsible if soeeone on the lower echelons of governaent 
does soaethlng that we don't feel -- nr that — objectively viewed as not 
correct. But when that happene and you find out about it, you inveotlgata it and 
you take the necessary action, which is exactly what we did and what the 
president has 4a<w. f * ' 

I 


Mr ^Unrn*'j 1 , will you cooperate with Congress? 

K ,f , tr, y X don't like to - - I want to gut Larry's CUh.c* lluui* 

f ,\rT'j *3p.»-»kw«il pdrioiiiion Tto take additional questions’], but T'« nov re-l'y \ 


(r?» The Washington Post, November 24, 19C4 

Congress will undoubtedly require its own inves t igat ion, on the theory k ha\. 
tb-» adelnlstration cannot properly Investigate Itself in this aatter. Will you 
>;oapci\nc with a congretvi unal investigation? 

T Mn't accept your pceetse that Congress will feel that we can't investiga 
ourselves. Ue're not investigating ourselves. Ue're invsttlgaung certain P«opl 
within the adelnistratton There's no queetlon whatsoever or no laplicatlan .h.\ 
anything tha„ was dono was adelnistration policy or directed by wop £ 
»d*lnijtr.itlfln officials However, the preeident has already directed — ac *r» 
told you, I think alsost two weeke ago - - that he wanted all aeaben of .h* 
government to cooperate fully with the Congress so that all the facts wuu' I h ■» 
prcfiontttd to thee And that's why such an iaeediate presentation to whw ( jngi'.v. 
was made, as xt was this aorning. 

Sir, wau there — can I ask you, what did Col. North actually tall you * -i y 
did ho * do it, and whe was the aoney deposited 1 ’ Was It in one bank or r ‘ >1 
banks? 

I's rot going to go into specific conversations, for the reasons that I 
■ entxuned earlier My — the inforeation we have at the present tiee is woa*. i.. 
was done because this was during fc period when Congress had not provided son. J 
to the contras, it waa done during a tiae in which, it is ey understanding, 


-vii.it. provislei 
funding of th< 
other part of 
is that the b 
deposits are sad# 



Washington Post, Noveaber 36, 1986 

le by Cangrsst to perait the United States to tv 
aragua froa third countries and -- what was .hs 
.... And the bank accounts — ay und«rs tandi r.y 
w^re in Swltierland and that they were — where no.- 
ounta — into numbered accounts, and than this was 


withdrawn by the representatives of the forces in Nicaragua. 


Uas Ccontra leader} Adolfo Calero Involved? Was 
contacted? 


the aan that Nor.h 


I's not going to be able to talk about people where X don't know specific 
facts. * 

I would like to know what's going to becoae of Lt. Col. Norvh, and if 
going back to the Marine Corps? 

Lt. Col North has requested to return to the Marine Cores, and th + ' 
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aecoapltshad As * aattar of fact, l think — ay 
ih*; ha has already indicatad that ha is ratirlng 
:hat I'd hava to chack. 


undart tanning is — 1 katidPP| 
#roa tha Marina Corps, but 


I, 


\ 


1v2i Tha Washington Pose, Novuab«r 26, 1906 

Voit ‘laid thai it is ♦.<!• for tha president's aon to stand 
'-Nfc'uldjr'■ tii -ahtiu 1 Jar - * that that la your belief. But specifically, wt.av i.a; %,i*. 
president, Instructed of his Cabinet aaabar« In that nesting yest.er*ay uh-.v 
lact* 2 «J for ;wo hours, that ha wants to hava happan now? 

Y-ii fcnow that I never eoaeen* on eeetlnqs with tha president and whr 5 .\-,i 
Uliili. 


Could you nay — -airce that aonay was owed to tha U S govarnaent, tho * 30 
Million or * 40 iiillion, ara you going to -- 

No, It Was not owed to tha U S govarnaant. AH tha aonay that was owed to 
the: United Suitt govarnaant waa paid to tha Uni tad Stataa governaant. 

x 

Are you going to require that that additional aonay that want to th«.con:ra, 
yo back to dio U.S. govarnaant? , 

Wo have no control over that aonay. It waa navar United Statas funds, iw . 
never .ho proparty of Unload Stataa officials, so wa hava no coiural u»*_r . 

whatlaovir 


tc) 1986 Tha Washington Post, November 26, 1^36 

rinaudlblal Can tha prasldant lagltlaataly a*pact to gat anything 
accoMplished on Capitol Hill unlass ha aakas soaa changas? 


T *>ink tha prasldant haa slrasdy lndleatad that ha will sake soaa ch.tngoc 
Ono of tha things ha's going to do Is to hava a coaaiasion to rivitw tho 
procedures and tha rola qflhA national Security Council staff. Already, . 
rc ^doilar haa. rtgy—IQ# roturn to the Navy, so tha prasldant can nahe uqm 
changes in tho£ pariteulaa spot . . So X think tha changes are already nn 

way * Cr * 

mrt 

Hobart Hcf7^Hb^f r tha fertar national sacurlty advlsar who was deeply 
involved in Ul|P%5ola project, did ha know about this divareion of furulu tw 
car ir as? 


3ud McFarlana knaw about it. Ha was told about it in tha alddla of who year 
-- April or May of 1936 — at a tlaa whan ha waa no longar in tha governs* it. 

So ha was awara of thia whila it was going on? 


That's ay undarstandtng, yas. 

# 


!c> 1986 Tha Uashlnaton Post, Novaabar 26. 1906 
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And possibly an illegal act — »" Illegal diversion of funds? 

You're cosing to conclusions that we haven't aade yet. 

Why did t-he adsinls trat ion decide not to send medicine and hueant tar iar. aid, 
and isn't It true that if you had decided to go that route, you wouldn* be m 

/ . 


v.h'2 IJO'I ' rr> LII -7 

Thau ’'i a tiuor Tur forciyn policy axpwruiini i v ny fi.uw-n-. 

Po you '•xpcct further r*algntttoni or none oth*»r wa>r r ir vh r r ;,<■■.■ mi¬ 

ca *j*vabli-.h its credibility and to chow that its Cabinet Ji rm.<: u : on , i, j ’ 

▼ :hinH that th^ administration hns demonstrated r-r^^U-T v j n, 

j,e full disclosure of the fact's I uhink where's no guo-uion uh.e Cabin-: t . . 
function’ nq right now -- .1 witness the matings we've had yeoterday \n<1 -rdaj 

and i fcnow of no other resignations that are either contemplated or 
roqti ^3 i»J 

Pu y.m mean ..u suggest, sir, Lhac thr- Congress aay have auuhoriied what, Co.* 
North d’d 10 ng fnodn fen the '-omrai and third countries'? Did you ssan tc 

■sUygSti t thii t” i 


tf 1 The Washington Post, November 26, 1 on*, 

I i;i?ruiinl*j, Congress never specifically authorised what Cu 1 '*ui < 
The qu«itinn that has to be looked at, as a legal matter, is whether h-- 
i:uffn,u..Gd uny violation of law at the tiee he did that. 

Pit'., uor- you suggestinq—that the intelligence committee may h*.- 1 / .1 
jo ah v td to the CIA, for instance, to raise eoney from thud courier i*:,’’ 

No, r did not I did not coesent e, n that aspect of it at all All r cud 
chc only point, that I'm making — is vhat before determining wht-.h*r- m*r,< 
any criminal of'ense, you have to find out what, how the law applt^ to \y 
acts tnd Lha*.'i going on at the present time. 


To follow up, sir, could you explain how it is thst th-» presldoo t,' 
security advisor, who h**-^hO-_prosiden t' s «ar , could nos, at. leasw, 1.1 
chief of staff,. Hr. Bet*"* of this? 


T •_annot o: 


1 V’&Vftor than the fact that it happened 


llrl. u;im’ 
r'ariu -11.! 


Since no arMKhir ,*ha»t those two een knew about this, and nnt-! i.t>* 
president iniiV that ha* did not eake a mistake in the Iran deal to begin wi 
why was the Investigation begun? Why did he cose to you last week and ► v j , t 
into this"? 


(c) l«>84 The Washington Post, Noveeber 26, 198b 


He didn't. 2 case to his. 

Why? _ , ! 

* 

Because'as Cho various - I had been in meetings -- in looking 
aspects of the testimony — and there appeared to be things that 1 
yon hed done this and ^"e person had dnr* ^ 
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tHm very necessary involved in this, end the highly co«ptr(*«n ill _ 

naiurt of the operation, a lot of people did not know certain thing* that m re ~ A 
going on, that were being done by others. Hy suggestion to the president moo 
that wo got all of the facte together to bo euro that anyone testifying before 
Congress was being absolutely accurate, not only as to what they knew, but as ta 
other facts, since they were representing the adainistration. The president 
suggested that that be done -- thst the firti all be pulled together It wan in 


the cjurof 


.M: i r. fonnawon raau to light, 


In ijr :r im*'i *-ij ';n«i dr»t'•m 1 nr» how mur-h inforsatton the P-*|. *r .- r» . 

i,a a J go«..«n no. in n-.'furtnu. -o coruna aoney - but in the whulu * '-*►**-.*- -> ■' 

:hn Irt- -urc'^tiin, did, wor^ "hoy informed, or weren't they? 


Well, T think rtr 'hulu has -;aid that he participated in c.r w.n * * 

iJ did g^p-nin 1 « format 1 on , '.h*» he had opposed the .mnmp. > r a,-j 


19CJ6 The Washington Post, Novosbcr 26, i'?2^ 

irirsf<?r rf nrmo .»ni «h-»t ho urns not involved, "or u-\* ho In roroifd about any 
whfc i apltincn „ - ng >, t Lva r'.nJ ovory thing thn. 1 have found, including »y 
di sc-icsto-ic <ii t> Hr Chultr htn--\f. -erify that that 1essentially :orro., 

U f i o q B.a nc y was miappropriated? IP it was n't the United States govof n>«fu 
funds -• V 

I don’ - k nut -hat anybody'-., sonsy was s i sappropr iated 

Can yon evplnln -• lit* l* eore sboul how the pricing a* thase tm.-.pr;r>■, - 

place I m.an, uhu * „ was who the price for the Iranians, and huu *.u..u 

-r.i’iirrod”? U.ns it North”* W.s* it the Israelis’* 

My understanding is that all of that took place in negotiation* bew^i. 
people which we sight call “loosely" representing Israel and people r-v 
Iran And, so - that this was not done in the presence of, or with ti«t 
participation of any American persons, to the best of our knowledge a .1 
tise That'* one of the things that we'll be looking into 

Did Israeli officials know that this soney then was being trann r.- r r«d 
contras -- that that was the goal or the target of it? 



Co> lliriTlti ■ Washington Prst, November 26, 17J1A 

I don't ten^BBbfcjithes Israeli ufficials, as opposed to representatt 
dip.ndlng on w«5 »h« PH>i. worn, know — that-i ono of *.h« thm 5 , n.|.i i: 
Will be looking at. 


Who ware the Israelis and who were 


tranlans? 


Again, I can't iontion any 
down, which is onn of the things we'll be looking at 

Was this Col North's idea? Was it Col. North's idea -- if we -an t 
mount of man~y the Tnniann are paying, we '-an that *- * r 1 f* n r r ' i 

iv -o wh»* tonirusT Did he come up with the original l dea? Uas iJ. t «• +• - 

idea** And a second .iti«nton ( sir there have been allegation-; - .a . 

President Cush was involved in supplying money or aiding who supply u. 

' ihc rpntr.ni hn <iou know whether or net he was aware n* thi" pr '- - 
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r*rs . , I don't know 
who -- uh«n this thing 
under invttugation. X 
not know about any of 
the inforaatlon X 


precisely what the conversations were — who sold whet to 
first got started Again, It's e setter that is still 
do know that the president — that the vice president did 
this until yesterday when I lnforaed his of essentially 
had given the president 


' f » Thr» nfjtm Post. Nov^ub'jr P '*, 1*736 

[ ,.w I*-* i- J::.. „ j uuch uf *,his can gu on a.td vh« presided* nu * <tiuw i u ? 11< - i - 

ub z |r i * • - -1 ' ' of United States Why riaern't he know^ 

"... .< . . rf UH.<s.*ouUy Jidn'c tell his, that '. why. Ar.d r*«e»b«r , we' i J i i. 

1 z,i . <!--'* r j i t nations ov«?r a period a* some siv or night month 1 -. , .nul *l.- 

w ;. w , v-_4 . ii.vuhcd in the liquation didn't tell anybody, including th*. pi •.* j u- << .. 
So, - i ' <'osrion u nder s ta ndl kj why the pr*»il^«nt wouldn't know, because no .u..; i 
r. jf oair.mand was. infarned. 

Mr “i-i’'- - if th«y w'ir«*n't U *3 funds, whin** ea n*»y was '.hi'.? 

Well, 7 whinV that's - X would assume that it either belonged to th£ par»y 
* h it uSn bad the weapons to the Iranians, or it belorged to thetpar w y 

who hud bought tho weapons and given t.h« voney. Thav's — but, X think 1^ would 
pr?H,ibVj bo the party that had fold the wwponi to the Iranians 

r . , wurt any of ».ho principals on i,ho Iranian or the Israeli *iJ- 

th-vj involve 1 in r.vir>i that the •'nsties department was protecutinj or 
ntv..'ju jr-tuig uwparately - - first? And second, was ;hat -■ 

“r ‘ n Hnnw'edge, in answer to your question 


(c) 1996 The Washington Tost, November 26, L9S& 


‘.hn r ? bank accounts — ts there any evidence or indication chu.'* 
'.Jim were set up by the CIA? 

m, c There's no lndlca\lon_*t all. 

v ,fc i 

.ha*. th«Anpl»%r«s' <tt<# it with *he help of whe CIA? 


*. n 


There' 

..he CX. 




lndiesflon whatsoever, 
anyvhlng about it 


to the best of our knowledge 


ui 

th 

qu 

la 

So 

I- 

t-o 


Cm you explain, sir, why, if It was the people who are leaving .od 
* u vt.u o.Ki’i who proposed to the president the idea of ares shipment..* 
1', perhaps, they had other information *ro» the president on thu 
11, why iJoesn' t th# president ask for a reexaaination of that policy 
four goals that you mentioned, which they proposed that there's 
cition about thes, as well? Perhaps the president has been elsled ab 
rger poltcy. as well, since we know that Secretary Shultz opposes it 
cretary Weinberger opposes J. t, but the aain advice caee froa NSC, fr 
opl>’ who rre now leaving #5on't you think the preotdent ihoulri, rc^n 
l*.cy a> well? * 


w U 
p-1’ 

? f 


11 ai. 

• r J . ■ 

o * I *«»,i * ■ 

. .hi* 
■d 
*1 .*> 
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(c> 1994 The Ufeetttngton Pmi, Noveaber 34, 


1994 


No, because the ptoplt who art leaving today war* not th# pooplo that 
proposed tho policy to tho provident. The policy woo proposed initially as a 
result of conversations with Israel. It was then presented to the preslda/n by 
the then-esstoearns to the president for national security affairs It w^s r 


diiicuoacd with .*11 of t.ho ncabars, in January, with all uf the ataoers of fc he 
National -- nr alaoit all of the eenbers of ths National Cecirity Council .xnd 
tha\ on the National Security Council there was a split of opinion. £u * af*wr 
hearing all of the arguments, pro and con, the president decided thaw th- 
potential for achieving the goals of effecting peace in the Middle. Eat*, 
secure that area, stopping a war and obtaining our hostages uii worth Jv . . . 4 -. 
involvcd 

Can you nay that whnn the president made that decision - - who uc.s hi, 
national security adviser? 

Ada Poindexter was actually — it really was it the tiae when 9ud McFsrUne 
was leaving The- discussions with the president about this specific series of 
events hid gone on under Mr Mf-Farlane during 1*05 and the specific discussion; 
of some of these things what led to whe finding in January had actually lar^j 
in December , while Mr McFarlane was here. 


(c J 1906 The Uashington Post, Noveaber 24, 1906 

Me wm transferring out during the latter part of December and whr» ->u 1 j ;>.i- 
of January. At thaw Uiw, Ada. Poindexter case in. 

*5o hr* fcnew about details of this operation but didn't tell anyone m i.» 
.idffiiitis* in Jon for 

Mr McFarUna'J 


Vfcii 

He didn't leern of this, of the transactions involving the force*: 
America until probably Ayrll.qr May of 1906. 

Uhy did he berthing to the president? 

_ ' 

Z don' t fcn 

He did go o^e for the president — 


didn't — 


<e> 1904 The Uashington Post, Noveaber 26, 1906 

i 

-- In May of that ysar, right? He waa a represen tat i ve of th*2 pm-*j j u 

That's correct. Uhether.Jie talked with the oresident during chat , ■ i ?.«' 
tiae, I don't know. 
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(toll, why **4(114 the president Ukt these p«opU^i advice, sir? ■ “ JM 

htoll, b«ciu«t — th« pr«*ld«n4 didn't just taha these people's advice as to 
i overall policy Ho hod tho odvlco of tho ontlro range of hlo notional 
:urlty advisers. 


Host 


of tho* advised against it 


/.ll of hu lUvucr* .wo of - - same of who. advised igunii u, 

of whom idvtsed in fivor of it. 

Who ul!*« advised in favor of iv besides eeobsrs of tho NSC? 


At you V aow , T don't talk about who gtvci mdvice to the prosldtn. 

Tho punpU who you say profitsd froa this diversion of funds., those .h« n v 
:h*i people that we wort working with, people p*rhaps that wore oven aOoird ^h*- 


<c» 1936 The Washington Post, Novtiber 26, 1906 

piano with Nr McF"m.rlxne into Iran 

n’o, no Trio peuple who profited? I don't know that anyone profited. 

tr. Israel, who you say -- 
T don't know that anyone in Israel — 


* 

The fund 


owned the aoney that got diverted into — 

Th>» money that was transferred to the forces in Nicaragua -- T don'. I.mw 
.hat* anyone who was involved in that transaction was necessarily on «.hv pla.i*: 
with Mr* McFarlane That's soaethlng we haven't gone Into yet 


Wo now know of three specific shlpaents, unless X'e eistaken -- the one i.i 
laic August, early Septeaber , as you've described It; one in November, uhi.i. wi 
returned to Israel, and than another one in Nay The diversions of funds .ouk 
place free which of those or all three of those? 


There were Mvsrsl aJt&peents — there were, I believe, 
shlpaents during lft4. 1 ean't give you the precise dates 




til) 1984 The Washington Post, Noveeber 26 


three or four 
The transfer 


1986 


o f 


funds were involved with at least one and possibly three of those shipments 
during the period froe roughly January of 1986 or February through probably 
September of 1986. 


fir Mouse, Mr. CEugene3 Hasenfus la in jail in Nicaragua, as you 
running supplies Into Nicaragua to help the contras. Did his eission, 
now say, was It in any way funded by any of these diverted funds? 


k now, Fur 
can you 


X have no knowledge and I doubt if we'll ever 
Information about how those funds w*ro used once 


find out stne^^ue h,iv<? ,.*j 
they were ultimately • ’.ivtd 


GRAPHIC Photo, Ppi#i 1 dent o***g* n ntem aside as Attorney General Fdwin m.-w* ■-» 
ITT preoarf i -.o Trcak o reporter's an .hr. White Mouse I Pcesldent 
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Exhibit EM-55 
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Exhibit EM-56 


PoUsi 


2 , 


4-Jw 


* . » dU^kv4A4></ 

TAa^4^YvL4t£^/^ A/Wtv* Uf*T»/ t(S ray^X 

M44W f) 

^ Vr> '^ iiuxLCt^ faj IsiA, na«.l) *0, . y 

laruuvU o-y&j f>lJU 

& U+ !t &Kt-*r t*J- h+asJ 


uPaIL ru jL++*' '~ J 
a lo-^yJ 


Wa^J’ tb fa* fajLpfitJL ■ 
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Exhibit EM-57 



Cent -*c:i|r<c 


£5 Novtaotr 1961 


Tht nonorifilt 
Tnt Attornty 
Dtpirtmmt of 
gitnington, 0 

Otir to, 

Al promilto tnls mormrg, l it no yog ntrtwitn copitt'of mtmormoi 
lnformition which Roy furmin brought to ut, *0y Fgrmirt it « fruno mo 
former cl t«nt of mint -no 1 MO not soon in prooifity n* or st«tn /tin. -t 
ttltpnontd m tirly OctODtr to tty nt mo to*t information -men rt «ii^n 
to firing to «t. *t cim down to ttt mt on Octofior 7 too proviatd n« «itn 
moro information man l mo tvtr ntard afiout tno Ghoroam fir-Itratl i cnmrtl 
to tno Iranian*. 


Edwin Ktttt U! 

Gtntral 

JultICO 
. C. 20530 



Furman to 10 tnit no mo fiotn invoWtd in o Ghoroamfar-ltratl 1 c*a**tl 
to tnt from itt mctptlon. Bob Gotti mo l potstO this information 

to John Pomdtattr o day or to Uttr, wt urytd him to gtt lU tnt fictt 
eogtthtr and nm i comprtntntlirt ttattmtnt prtpirtd oteiutt it sumto l*«t!y 
(Mt tnt litigation which furum ttio hit clients wtrt contemplating .owld 
rtquirt thli. <*Ta1tO toldWlMt tht NSC ptrtonntl involved in tmi mould 
<»tt ltgtl advict mo rtconmtndtd h# tabtup with tht mut Moult Counial ill 
tnt fictt mo clrcumttmctt. l fiilltvt John Uttr told nt tntt "t *o/>i -ot 
tat tnt Mittr up with tnt Whitt Moult CouMtl Out meld >«•* tnt asm:? of 
Pawl Thonpton, hit military «idt who It a lawyer. \ 

Gitit laid tntt nt would tppritt tnt CIA General Counttl't offic* 

;mt Mtttr tno gtt ntt advict. 


l nto Charlie tilth tno Gtorgt Ct»t, who ntvt tnt citpttt »nc*Uo;t mo 
background of tnt matter, go up to Mw fork to oitcutt tnt whole :n^g at 
Ttngtn Situ Furmark. I milott memorandums of 17 Cc:ootr mo 
tntir meetings with Fgrmark. I 1 1 to tnclott t memorandum of U ■ * 

l nto prtpirtd md l atlitvt dillvirtd to tnt NSC to review tnt Stitt of : iy 
on tnt channel to tnt Irtmtn government. 


I tlto tnclott t memorandum which l nid rot read •Mil • rn * * 

addressed to John Polnotittr which seams to nut otan prepared far « 

It Appttrt never to have fittn tigntO md l don't recall tvir ni^i-g r, *3 ^» 
fitfort. Charlie Alltn ttllt mt It *1* prtpirtd 6y nim md itorgt -i»t ... 
ipptrtntly ntvtr wtnt forwird. 


Enclosures 


n 


Partially DeclaWifad/fiaiMM on tfTul jj.l Mfr 
undtr pwWoai d LO. 12356 
by B. Rag*, national Swcurfty Council 


UNCLASSIFIED 
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UNCLASSIFIED-'™ 



-JJOWCU* rot* VIC* fctural John *. Pomde*ctr, USH 
Assistant to the President for 
national Security Affairs 

SwUCCTj toy fvirmark's Comments on cto Hostage Situation 


1. Otarles Allan and George Cava went to Maw York on 12 Octooar 1986 to 
meet witn toy furmark. this w*i an eitre*ely interesting meeting in that it 
ravaalad that the financial oackart of Ghooanifar have oaan aware of the 
oparacion tinea ita inception and may actually hava playad a kay rola in 
getting it moving! poasioly for altruistic reasons, out almost cartainly for 
cnair own profit, toy himself abutted tavaral timea during tna evening *rat 
profit was cartainly a motive out that tha group did caa cnair tfforta as 
leading toward* stability in the ration and tha release of tha hoici^ii. \ ’ey 
appaarad to oa vary open during tna oouria r f tha evening and avtcything Va 
cold us tracked with wnat -a know. ‘Tha only doubtful answer na gave -u m 
r*ply co a question a* to -nether some of tha ormcipal* wart involved m 
*cing oparacion. Poy tato tnat nona of tna principals wira involved, 

ona of tha pUyara« lawyer Sergei Evans, was tha major indictee and is free on 
$4.5 million rood. toy clam* that Evans owes him $200,000. 

2. Khashoqgi na* oaan involved m this fro* tha oeginning as ?ooa.~.fat's 

financier. Everything started in Jinuaty 1965 with a meeting m Europe, 
Frankfurt apparently, involving Oooamfar, toy, and otr.tr*. >;s 

«u followed up oy suoae^ent .matting* in Paris and London, ^ua -atciNii 
culminated in a ratting in Au^st 1915 in :*1 Aviv, toy -ant co !*l avw -;cn 

hooanifar and while there they stayed with vuvodi in ms house. Xrmg **• 
course of thaaa meetings, toy mat Amiran Ntr. At this matting it -as cec.oed 
crat it was necessary to gat Washington's approval for tne overall plan. 

Thera ware two basic oojactivaa* ona, gat release of era hostages, and c*o 
open up * dialogue with Iran. Schiwar *as sent to Washington co oocam :*.s 
approval, toy la uncertain at to whether ha discussed this with soren or 
nacfarlana In Washington, ^ooamfar also made a total of four trip* co 
Washington. Ghotoamfar represents the tine held oy the Prme ^imscer 
toy describes as # ***r«tt. # <we did not tall him thac the Pr»*r 
could not be considered as Moderate.) »y way of personal relationships, toy 


?S 3516-66 
Copy t'of 2 

CL IY SC^Cft 

dccl QAoa rn sra voc t 
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y i i ■>>'-•/ 

Mid tMC ht h*j known i^ur^t sw<* 1944 md crust ad hi*, toy mm 
S cjnr a Q^hofli «ii clooo. Koy thirty this pouitt up khunowi’s 
otttdtti of fUlon, toy pointed out that Scnum Md actually rtturntd fr« 4 
vim to Alto to Ml tht Au*uot tootl^f. 

2 . ?w first triAMction mi in K p tto t r IH) and oi for soo »«. i* 
ooi t of tht TM vu IS oil lion. Khuho^i put up tht nonty bteauit m 
btlitvti in 0*00*11 far. *ht coot to Iron «u $4 lullion. This allow**- for $1 
million to oovtr profit and asptnots. Tht flrat tfupmnt of TGWa 41 
dtftctivt, ao • ttoond tniptont hi tone, mart «u a su&atqutnt SI million 
Ml thot uont off in tht Nov tact r*Otc*mMr titofeamt. Ciiano**! 10 1 <S toy 
that thoy wart not invoivad, out toy 10 ctrtain that iMa was 4 
Khaaho**i/®ictonifac or90mltd dtol. 

4. toy Mid thot prior to tno nttt Ml. thtrt was 4 mattin* m va ?tra 
airport notol; ho formats or navtr untv exactly who hi irvoWtd in cm* 
mtttir»f. Tht totem* conctrntd Ham met ports, Tht daal for cm un rpa-t 
parti tofon to do put tOQtthtr in April 1911. OvunoMi raised $11 juliion -a 
eovtt tno dtol IS million fro* on Arab financier, and $10 million from two 
Canadians. >0\Mft0*91 rontd tnt money on IS toy. A *roup of Atocicar.* want 
to Tehran and toot with them itvtn ptreone of tht town span parti h 
conoiietd mainly of nuti and oolti. With rt*ard to thii dial. financiers, 
Oiooanifar, and Nir mot and a*rtod that $) million would ot adM to tre prise 
to eovtt profit and uptnita and alio anothtr 12 million would ot added to 
covtr moniti wad to mr. Tht pact to tnt Iranian would than ot $20 
million, (Why did Owoamfar charge $24.1 million and with Mr'* w>L*d;*?i 
Neither toy nor tr>t finaneitri apparently know anytrun* anout trt rant in cm 
pnet oy ( ?>on*nifir, although they art awart that tr.t Iranians ao;ec*.«d 
urtnuo *ly to tnt pnet. Otohanifar told toy and fthasno**i that “• Mtie.ed 
tht bulk of tht orifmal $15 million pcict ta* wai salaried for Central 

Vm r 1 ca. In thii regard, Oooamfar told toy that rt *u relieved -ran 
$100 million aid to tnt '-ontras wai patted oy Contrail. j 

5. Tht ADovt requires clarification. In Tehran. ^ooaMjar coot :a.e 
andt and told him that tht Iranian! would ot questionm* m- ix.t :*i 

of tnt town spirt parti. ooam far told Cavt to insist :rat :*• ?r.:e :f U 
'U lion old dollar! 11 core act. -man taxed aoout era nw*o ;*cx -? 

Nir *svt a Ion* circumlocution on writhe pnet of ovac $24 M...;n *u 
:jt:tct. wt •art so cnn*-tf-td uoout *.ms that *e c-nsietrtd *e,..*3 
decani far aiactly now hjen nt could cnarft on any :«*.*. •:>* 

toy’s caanntJf it 11 cuar that trt 20 percent interest 3 iooan;f*r .1 
aoout 10 1* fact tht <;rous prefit n*r*in aqceto -pon. 

I. toy Mid that Chooanifar told tram that fc t receded *.-0 :*♦ 

for $) million and tht otntr for $5 mjliion. aj on^.-ally a;:ted .?c- : t 

Arab invtitor wai supposed to qat oack $4 million for ms c.t i-d 
Canadians would ftt back $11 million. Tht otntr $1 m 11 ion .11 to 90 :: 
khaaho**i. (2iooanifar , i cut was to coma <* of tht $1 million, to $3 

million that Chooanifar ctctivtd, nt adM 41CO.QOO of ms cvn I.-u '* 

Vao invootor was paid off ($S millions. Tht two Canadians ractwad $1.. 
Ullion. toy hi not turt out prtiMDty tnt $2 million -ant to Mt. 



uncussired ’ 


0 
9 * 
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Original/* t$s Guudions wort givsn 4 c*ock oy 0*4*0991 in ttm ajmc of fa 
million to cam* t*s $10 oil lion tnsy pw idod 0*0*0991. 3 * nuu to cover 
tno hawk sM|car* *(• ptid into on ooaxtnt of • dospiny coilod Uktsids union 
11 4 * off^CMl oaapony. Tho ansdlOAi eollovo t*ot t*o nonoy hi stolen 
*nd tMJ 1 « fW/*f 0*0*0991 noortourn. (Hxtt This does not oquort with f, 
vna wo know. «s knew cmi (*oo^ifir rocoivod $4 Million fro* tns troniorj 
in July* m Also rocoivod It Mill ion into Ms feito oon* Account on 
U Au9ujc. Those two payments Hfi cosh. Ht nay also novo rocoivod a cnock 
for 14 Million in oouson tnsss poyvonts. The rr*AiAns roiood a 019 stir* 
ooouc t*s pries of t*s haw* sport ports An d (hooonifor of ft rod thou t |4 
million doductlan. Accord 109 to f ] tno $1 Million ptywont on 

U Adjust squorod t*tir jeog unts litmuWtiftr ey KJtuol tqrosmont. :.n 
foot, 4ccordlr»9 to t. ~ A $7 Million cove rod tno roraindor of t*o loti. t*s 
otnor sullion was to* 4 *p"ivj»*on 1 ftr finoncs tno noit Oooi.) 

7. toy's su9qottod solution to ths proOltM is to lot Ovoc*sufAr Mrdlo 
tr*s snipmonc of tno comoindor of tno How* sporo pArtt. Ptocoods fro* trus 
doAl would Allow tnos to tASO tno ConodiAn pcoasurt. Thon it would 00 500 
TCWs for ono no«t 09 # And Anothor 500 TtXs for 0 socond nootoqo. 

Sinesroly, 


Million J. Quoy 


UNMSSro 
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rau wroctor oI cantru inttutmoncs 

atputy Oi rector of Contra! ZMSlUmtncs 

noil _ Cm ri«i I. Ulm 

sauonai Sntillifanco OTZiew for dunMctirrorito 

SCUSCT: Mount with toy «. fupaark 


\ 

1. toy H. Punrark, ntad of tow xMiho^'i to* ton oporationj, called 
on 5 tovi rpu Uil to recast an urpont Mount >nm to m waaftirtton. : nt 
witnjpy on tto afternoon of I tovombsr it tto Roy Iridto Harriott Hotel. H 
provided further m/orMti QA on tfto fallout that is oecurrito *uh cm 

shutdown of tM friooanifsi to_ - j channsl. 3 m foil on to «n !uyUi 9 nts of 

cm conversation with toyt 1 

a. 3ie Canadian investors who put up $U million to f iwvce :m ape 
transactions with Iran nsve retained a tfuiunfton Isv fir* to ormt »wlt 
against x?iihof 9 i and tf« cffatoro company La kendo, cm fin mo *nidh 
tMy paid tl>.o $11 million to cover cm cost of Hava mini It pares. tro 
Canadians told Roy that tMy would onto mit a$amit Ousnos^i and 
Utesids on Mnday, 10 tovsroir, and that tMy intended to ;-plicate ;i 
:m limitation directly senior levels of the US Government. toy :le:-»d, 
nouever, that tM Canadians had afctid-<4t Ms request—to wiweld 
cm suit until IT Mvemeer. 

0. A/ter :M talease of Jacobson, t.M Canadians oetan to press 
>ooanfar and ^asro^i for repayment of tho way oto. >ocar. fir ::J 
t.M dnadians that tM latsst transaction did not involvt mi .n ary .ay 
*.d that the Unit id States was *dealiM diroet* with :m Iranian 
^VtlYSAI. 

c. Bm Canadians tend to oelievt Oobamfar oecigis tMy -ivi -ad 
chair lawyers olock >ooanifar*i account in Credit Suisse. if f/<» ‘ad 
seen transfsrrsd into Oooamfar’* account in repa/'-oM for arrs i* ;r~d 
to Tran, Credit Sums would have automatically transferred *.o 

tM CanaJians' account m tM Ur a of Montreal. 


TJ fSJI -41 
Copy l of I 


Cl IT 

oca. < 


m s:s* xx i 


T/iMinvi/mi act 
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a/v. u« msmly vqryi u-r »•* fuu-.rq tuuvcu 
nirt, tn d (inly a«li«v« cmi cm bvuw Oennw <c ut pud tarty :o' 
tenant u * cnult a( MdUimi W Mw* bn mac t# bin. 3wy 
aUia tbn JCMma'i iiIum could only dm cuulttd Urn wow iru 
tiiMMd« vitb bin. 

i 

•• %■ CUadians involve ir#i financier wh# ’ 
op«r«CM «t of the who opidtii o6t of 

Pronto irdAMMvtr. U># Hurt individual involved in th# investment • 
iffoct UflB nioy cou ld not te— re ir hta mm) who live# in Loe 
dliforruc. mMuwi 4 numb# 

Mansion wu Motion ##) and eve n i4vim« th# 
no# coCnaeled ■■ »'#■■ to o# patient 
now d#t#rmxn#d to recover time t one y . 

f« 9)# Canadians :nttnd t# expose fully th# US Government 1 # rolo in 
O# becfcchannel am# transactions with Iran, 3*y believe Laxeside :o oe 
a proprietary of th# US Government* th#y tnow that fomer major Corral 
Aichard Socoord is heavily involved in managing th# ame transaction to 
Iran for Oliver U north, and that S#ceocd is also involved in assisting 
North in th# support tn# contra# in Nicaragua. 

f. Wh#n th# Canadians orifinally put up th# money after negotiation# 
with KJujho^i end Ovooenifsr, they o#ll#v#d th# effort was forally 
sanctioned oy th# US Gavtrrmnt. They at# not concerned aoout t,<# 
politics-oftheu*-Iranian option; they lurpiy want repapent of no 
fullion. BB * tougn and sleaxy individual, is especially daterru-od 
to get his money beet. 

h. In addition to bringing suit against Uxatide and Cvashoggi ed 
exposing US C ovetr.nent involvsMnt in the arms t.aoMCtiori, y.e CL-ac. tss 
intend to us# BBH1 to loopy xey Congressmen. 3t# Canadian# oe:;eve 
that they hav# been swindled and that th# money paid oy Iran Corf :*e j.-a 
may hav# been sipno^d off t# Support th# Contras in Nicaragua. ?e 
Canadians originally expected to b# repaid in thirty days; it >-as *.c- D#en 
in months and they hav# received only $1.1 million. 

1. while Qnooamfar managed th# channel to Tehran, ne cocrdi-ated *.i 
initiatives in a variety of ways *ith all ngmficant factions in Iran, 
clearly, wnoaver it running th# new channel has failed to do i*.:s, a 
devastating mittaae. 

2. toy stated that h# would endeavor to identify tn# law fin :-at t.ne 
Canadian# have retained and would call me on 7 Nove-cer. It «as -is 
understanding that the law fire in question at one time -ed rardled « :i,e 
involving President Hum. The Canadians have told 'Q'ashoqgi t.-at *.*«/ *i.« 
already lost $1 million aa a result of their ilWated m^tst-er:. *:c vs 
part, ttvashoggi is demoralized and n urable to correct the i.-e- 

his own financial difficulties. Oooam far, according to *oy, -*a s^*i .ir:e 
turns of his own personal fortune over th# past II months on this tf-a 
described Choeanifar as an excellent oroaer with extraordinarily v;.--.«*ei 
contacts in western Europe, the middle Cist, and Iran, ^ooamfar. ‘x-et, 
u angry and bitter and ms health is now lopaiced. 
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M j | fifk , 

3. Roy offsrtd no specific iy«iitiooj onhov^ solve tht financial* 
pcabl— but iuu4 that «cb«mw IIP «tUlon aheuld bt paid Into Qnunif«f<« 
aooount *C &adtt ilia— (Account MMf 2IJIJM2-1). Item— anbuuftr'a 
acc-nt at &t*t tala— it loudly Meet—, the —nty would tl—ly — 
crmtftrdlti tbs CUdlana. Ail the Cl—41*— have art checu frea 

^ «h-ho-i-cfttc*s that art worthleis. Roy r Mi fin— that , 
5f^ f4r ^ Kb-bo-i have been aoit to pay off the other invMiocr^n Arao 
wm pit up |S till Ion. hft stated that — and feaaho-i — y a— tht cknadi M 
In Cur opt in tht ntar future to re quest —rt tlst, but thty were not san-ina 
that anythin, would caauit from eucha Matin,. ^ **'*“'* 

l ° ld ** th4t tfWy “ "OH keeping 

8,41 w e,u "• ooapunctlon to doio in the 
futurt In view of ■—ia exposure of tht nacfarltht trip, Roy stated tMt no 
ftlt j? lp ?5 ,lbu * 0f «vuh 099 i to help finance than 

tra—actiona. »»t effort had taken considerable course both on the part of 
bothOjobanifar and in Roy’a opinion if the transaction* £d 

proceeded u planned in July 1114, the hostage issue would hava been reso’ved 
oy n—. The apparent switching to another channel by the United States in 
—all— with tht Iranian Government, ho—war, had daiceoyed tMi process, 
ojrrent ptibllclty about tht— tranaaetiona probably hag foreclosed any 
near-tana hope of obtaining Iran'a support in securing the release of 
additional hoata,ea. *3* damage that oould occur frot the 1 * 94 ] effort* of 
the anadiana la potentially significant, especially because tr* Canadies are 
aware of all of tht transaction* that hava occurred over the past 14 to 1) 
nonths. 


4. I conclude from Roy'* scat—tnta that: 

a. ^rmark is personally troubled by having persuaded Adran to a.* .p 

capital for a venture that has now 9 one sour* 1 

b. His approach to the US Government appears to be a laet-ditcn 
effort to try to pressure the government to cm sane ection, for «u-.<, 
ensuring another sniprent of am through Oiobanifar. 

c. Sent very nasty allegations against the US Goververt arvj «ey 
offlcitia will be rade if the Qvudians bring civil suit, aitrougn -ucr. :f 
w—t they an— is speculation and cannot be proven. 

d. Tht fall—t from ary litigation by tht Canadians -ay xc oe too 
sipnlflcsnt, especially since the press already rave major pieces if :■* 
back channel effort with Tran. 

e\ Wien dealing with Tran, every faction»-to sort •i!ert-- , xst re 
taken Imo recount. The fact that Oobamfar-kept Ayatollah **:*:•: i 
fully informed on his initiatives with the United States s%gg«st ;*«*. 
radicals around nontaseri have decided to ute the *ac?ar!*nt visit rl 
contacts by Iranians with tht Uruted Staterls a way to attack 
Mfsanjaru'i moderate faction. Qvbamfar, bitter and an,ry, My mv« 
actually enmraged radical elements to expo— those contacts, alt-cugn 
the arrest of —ndi Hashtma probably finally triggered the action :y :■* 
radical!. 


■r/sotirnwcm oar 


UNCLASSIFIED' 
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UiVuuiOOii iCti 

t. tvon (MJ«I UM tUuitio" if muy m 4 if mtly to Moaoo «vm * 
Mum. «• «Mui4 k««p in warn pirfpoetlvo cm 4*»»o w»t cm ore um 4 
sy coo OmAUm. C* mImco, *»"« «• ««■« «• no* 

■iff* no* *• to* «r*M. 


OATiM t. JUlt H 


r/soaitwrrt* cku 
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NcimI Iti4pti Cm Mil 


H October 1911 


P.DCMM0UM ron: d^rcctoc of Centre! Intelligence 

Deputy director of Centre! Intelll 9 ence 

r*cHi Queries C. Allen 

National Intelligence Officer for Counterterrorism 

SLBJCCT: Qiooanifar - 1T1 J. Qunnel 


1. *y meeting yesterday with Aoy N, PUrmact, New tor* representative or 
Adnen Ahasnoggi, only served to underscore the serious concerns that I 
outlined to you in try memorandum of le October. Indisputedly, we rust 
endeavor to j/feyc^a n orderly, damage-limiting shutdown of the 

) channel now before senoua—perhaps irrevocablt--dAmage ;J 
cone to current initiatives to free American hostages in Lebanon and to 
tstaoUsn lines witn -noderate factions in tne Iranian Government. 


2. rurmar*, in a orief conversstion with me on II October, made the 
following points: 


-•He *aj ^cvn p cca«fa r sifce January 1919 and has detaile d < cv>r. » 
tne Q“Obanifacct innel (Mtnough he never mentioned fJ,« T J ., 


rare ) . 


•• m mot «itn vj.cum.f^r %iny ti.rws and participate! m lisc.>surj 
tne surrec of 1919 on the need for rapprochement between tne JS and ::n, 
He acknowledged that capprocnement was noc ;ust a national security .si,t, 
cut that re, Sicoemfar, Khasnoggi, and others saw a potentially l.crati.e 
“sreat if relatione were reestablished between Tehran and Washington. 


—The idea of providing Iran with military equipment in eic.-ar.gs for 
American noscages*-seen as a way of conrmncmg a dialogue with ::an--a.sa 
ori 9 inaced in tne Summer of 1919 and he along witn Shocanifac. t:a«e.ec :o 
Tel Aviv in August 1919 where cney met with a nu.moer of Iseieli :f!;c.i.s 
including Amiran Nit, Israeli Special Assistant to the ??i a e -mister ii: 
Combatting Terrorise. Subsequently, arma -tee delivered to Tehran m 
September 1919, a development tnat resulted in the release of *c*c;;-. 
Benjamin Weir. 


CL at 

ogcl cask no* s:sa .cl : 


ry sensitive 
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-After a nun*r of false starts in lm 1HS and early mi, JCteshoiffi 
a$rtt4*to firunct another sets trantaction in May 19IS, juu prior to lud 
HiCftfXtnt^s secret vme to Tehran. Ht borrowed money fro* a nuffoar of 
Canadian financiers. On tnt basis of a signature loin, he borrowed a 1 
tottl of $1$ Million at 20 percent, aareetn* to repsy pcincipel'and 
intereet in 20 days. everyone anueipaetd that tnt nacfarlana visit would 
result in fsaolution of tnt noscatt crisis. 

--Unfortunately, tma did not occur, and only $1 Million has ottn paid by 
tnt Iranians for tnt equipment rtctivtd. Of tnn, $5 million nas been 
used to pay bae* one creditor; tnt remsininq $2 million ms oatn used to 
cover expenses and for otner matters. No profit nas been realized, and 
KJiasnoqsi owes tnt Canadians $J0 million. k 

. • 

--Tlit current financing was complicated by tht fact trsat Iranian officials 
in the PruM minister's Office complained about tnt price of the haws 
spare parts cnat were snipped, asserting tnat tnt cost was five or ns 
tiffws wnat snouid rave ottn enaeqed. many of tnt dtlivtctd items, 

Toreover, did not -or* or were for a different model of tr.e Haws missile 
system. 

••Iranian officials, after ravin* paid $• million in cash, claim tMt no 
additional funds are owed to Chooanifar or wasnoqgi. Tlie shipment of *--.e 
vaws spare parts to Tenran, however, resulted in tnt release of father 
Laurence Ltnco. 


3. furmact stated tnat tne current situation has left Oiooanifar and 

witn SkU million of indeocedness and r,o prospects for rtsolvirq tmi 
mdcotedness. According to furmate, Oiobanifar and, my virtue of ms 
financial mvolvomlnt .n tre scheme, Khasnoggi, art oeing blamed oy tnt 
Canadian creditors for cnis situation, the Canadian entrepreneurs, Vro -a.e 
investments m oil. goid t and real estate, reportedly see *9yt***.**» 

touuh-minded individuals *»i>o have influential contacts m Washington. T**y 
- ave told xhasnoqqi that jniess some payment on cne principal is .octrccr.mg, 
tr.ey would begin to inform individuals like Senators Leany, noyninan, arc 
Cranston arcund 10 Octooer aoout tnis bacs-cnannti deal with Iran and no- trey 
lave ueon swindled, furmare, wnilt stating tnat ne was rot s»cnorirtd .o 
provide the naiMt of the Canadian investors. assarted tnat wt s^ou.d -ct 
,‘cecest i rate tne determination of tnt Canadians. -* claimed :.*ty -eve a 
reputation (or cealing rowjniy «un tnost wno do not -eet treir co.^at.c-*. 
<M,r\os«Ji tlltotdly t0 9“ tr ** t0 «*MU .5 -**«.. «. 

Out w», unctClin *t to *n*t»*t nt would 5* *uee***f..l in . n 

4. ftCMCk *tlt*d thtt n. .ptnt two dly* U*t * n '-£ r C cu - -5 

.-'.M.imf.u. »t .tAt«-' '■'.it Teewinif.r ;S t.Ufl ft tf-f *f“' ' 

tr.,...*ctio,.. .nd in,„uj tr-t ft It*n.«i» t«tr«pcc«wwr ‘ 

pcofit oft chit dwi 1 . no <(j(ed thtt Ovowmftc i ‘ . 

condition without l«y conttfuetivo id.it on ha. to pull mwK Out .1 .* 

cutttiit fintnci.l moult. »i,i*hoqfll. who tlto hot (ifuncul r rec.«*», ■et 

in i petition to ctpoy tnt Cinidun cttditoct. of 4 in-*/*i.*:t 

wotktd fOf mtny y«d(t m tnt Oii ouiinoti *nd wtt * *ood ,ud<j« of in>./.0-*-t 
wno w.rt tttttetino i twindlt. In thit ^*tt->e»*ttdl«t* of st.ti Jiootniftr 
uutinttt dtlit-*nt wit eonvinctd tfttt tnt tetmtn ■« •tttntiiUy ft 

truth. 


: 


/crHCtTtvr 
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5. ftraif* stated that everyone had agreed to keep this back<ha/v*i 
irtin^Mnl vjth Ian 'highly secret* but chit If the situation rmi^ 
i title# it U Absolutely certain that the O/udiant viu talk and tmt the 
ffsttet vtU eventually become public knowledge. He reooenended that the us 
consider At leAit a partial lu gwent of additional itw to Iren in orde r to 
ralnuin me credibility withe r _. ~ - 1 . _ 1 ■ * ' ' ' 

to provide O^obemfec with some*fcepitaT eo true cne investors can X repaid 
pertitliy end so thee Otobe/ufar can borrow money to finance additional 
shipments. 2\is wculd deep the process rolling end could result in release of 
additional hostages. furmerk offered to meet with *o in New York nest •*<« ;a 
order to report fully on nis involvement in these transactions. 

• • Garment: t find furmerk’s detailed knowledge of the 
fr.ooanifar- F lin * deeply troubling, Regardless of who is at fault on 

the finaneSffVt «no* that Oobamfer is not to be trusted—me «ipcs*'« 
of these beck-channel dealings will almost certainly have a cnppWrwg 

( n_the new channel thacnas now seen opened between the United States ardY^ 

■ __ * The rise of exposure is growing daily, 
a"n ly'iTl^WriWrFlrirW^U advise Admir al Poindex ter that a gro^p ;* 
formed that is kn^ltdgteole of the Chooenifar^ channel to cons.iec 

how to cope with this ourgtoning problem, tf tTOfOTfec done Lirediattly, r 
predict an exposure of this activity in the near future. At a mining, we 
nte<j a tq fi nd ways eo stave off disclosure for 10*90 days while we work the 
t ' j-'- - -Channel tactically to get our hostagee released. Remark snowed no 
indication that he was r-ace of the new channel# but we know OvDoanifar ls 
aware. 



llNCUSSIfB 
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Exhibit EM-58 
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Exhibit EM-59 

U.S. Departaeet of iota 


Wm tt Kf t m. O.C. MM 

OCC 17 Ml 



Honorable David Duranbergar 
Chairman, Select Committee 
on Intelligence 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

As you requested of Attorney General Mease during his 
appearance before the Committee, I am furnishing you herewith 
copies of our request under the Treaty between the United States 
and the Swiss Confederation on Mutual Assistance In Criminal 
Matters in the investigation of Lt. Colonel Oliver L. North and 
others dated December 12, 1986, and our supplemental request 
"dated "December 15. 1986.---- 


Sincerely, 

'hrUtJL 

Philip T. White 
Director 

Office of International Affairs 
Criminal Division 


Enclosures 
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US. Oepertmtatef Joule* 

Criminal Division /) 6% 


Offset •ftht Amutmr A rromty GmmA . AC MSM 

' . . DEC i i ,** 

\ 

TO: The central Authority of Switzerland 

SUBJECT: Assistance undor tho Treaty on Mutual Asalstanco 
in Criminal Matt an In tha Investigation of 

Lti gfllfiMi qUybi-L.-.. forth and sstaiM. _ 


Tha Cantral Authority of tha Uhitad Stataa requests tha 
assistanca of tha appropriate authoritiaa in Switzerland undar 
tha Traaty on Mutual Aaalatanca in Criminal Mat tars. 

Tha Fadaral Buraau of Investigation (FBI) is 
investigating Lt. Colonal Olivar L. North and othars who, acting 
crTbehaTFolf the United State*7~sold to Iran arms belonging to 
the Unitad Stataa. A portion of tha proceeds froa these arms 
sales are unaccounted for and are believed to have bean 
unlawfully converted. These p r o c eeds are believed to have been 
deposited in an account or aeoounts at Credit Suisse Bank. The 
records of tha account(s) are needed to: (1) identify tha parties 
with signature authority over tha account(s); (3) determine tha 
amount of tha arms sales p r o c eed s that belong to tha Unitad 
States or other parties; and (3) trace tha disposition of these 
proceeds. It is also requested that tha account(s) be frozen so 
that any pro c eeds in tha account belonging to tha Unitad States 
or other parties may be claimed. J 




The FBI la also investigating north and othars with 
‘ respect to tha diapoaition of funda allegedly dapoaitad by a 
third country into an aooount at Cradit Suisse hank, north, 
acting on bahalf of tha united Stataa, provided tha account 
nuabar into which tha third country waa to dapoait funda. Thla 
account ia ona of tha abova*dascribed accounta at Cradit Suiaaa 
Bank uaad for area aalaa procaada. Tha third country haa 
inforaad tha United Stataa that it aada a dapoait to that 
account. North haa stated that tha dapoait waa not racalvad. 

Tha recorda of tha acoount are neede d toi (1) identify tha 
partiea with signature authority over tha account; (2) determine 
whether tha deposit waa aada and tha aaount thereof; and (3) 
trace tha disposition of any funda so dapoaitad. It ia also 
requested that this aoeount be frozen so that any funds provided 
by the third country will not be dissipated or unlawfully 
converted. 


Pursuant to United States law, 28 USC 991 at aeq., an 
independent counsel ia expected to be appointed in the near 
future to exercise the investigative and prosecutorial functions 
and powers of tha Departaant of Justice over these natters. 

77S f ACTS 


In the latter part of 1985, North, Deputy Director of 
political - Military Affairs of tha National security council 
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(NSC), a united tutM g o vern — nt agency, vu authorized to ontor 
into certain negotiations with Iran, which included the sale and 
• delivery of United states ana to Iran. He was at all tints 
during his negotiations with Iran to act in his official capacity 
and as an agant of the united States. 

Zn connection with this effort, the United States 
authorized the sale to Iran of ana coating approximately 
$12,000,000 in furtherance of the initiative for which North was 
responsible. North arranged for the negotiation of a purchase 
price, to be paid by Iran, substantially in excess of 
$12,000,000. Proceeds in excess of the cost of the ares 
(approximately $12,000,000) and brokers fees (unknown) were 
apparently intended by North to be converted to other uses. 
Although North acted in his official capacity and was an agent of 
the United States in negotiating with Iran, he was not authorized 
to secure sales proceeds free Iran for conversion to other uses. 

In Septeaber, 19SS, and in February, Kay, and November, 
19S6, the United States arms were transported to Iran. After 
each shipment, Iran made payaent in accordance with North's 
instructions. North or his representative had control over an 
account at Credit Suisse Bank, Geneva, Switzerland. North 
provided the account nusber ( 36 Z- 430 - 22 - 1 ) to the Iranian 
representatives through an intermediary. Iran aade payaent to 
that account. North arranged for the transfer of part of the 
money (approximately $12,000,000) to the proper United States 
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fiscal authorities* tba remainder of tha aonay is unaccounted 
for. 

I 

% 

During the nogotlatlona with Iran, North was assisted 
by Albert Hakim, an Iranian-born Aaerlcan who speaks Farsi, and 
Richard Seoord, a retired Air Force General with nuseroue Iranian 
contacts, both of whoa are employed by Stanford Technology 
Trading, Inc., a firm that purports to sell security systsas 
overseas. North had ra ce— e n ded to the NSC that Hakla and Secord 
be Included as aeabers of the negotiating teas. Both Kakia and 
Secord attended nestings at the NSC and net with Iranian 
representatives in foreign countries with respect to the eras 
sales. Kakla's attorney has represented that Hekla participated 
In negotiations of the February, 1986, eras sale and that scae of 
the proceeds were channeled into aocounts to which Hakla had 
access. 


In late Noveaber, 1986, the United States learned that 
the anas sales price paid by Iran was well in excess of the 
monies accounted for. North thereafter acknowledged that the 
arms were sold for an aaount in excess of $12,000,000 plus 
brokers fees, but has declined to account for the remainder. 

North has asserted that the exces s was provided to a resistance 
movement in a Latin American oountry. There is reason to believe 
that the resistance movement did not receive the full amount of 
the excess, or value equivalent to the excess. 
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During thin mum period of time, North was requested by 
tho Onitod St*too Department of State to perfor* a task unralatad 
to Iran but for tho bonafit of tho rooistanco aovaaant. Tha 
Department of State, in aeoordanea with United Statoo law, had 

V % 

solicited $10,000,000 froa a third country to bo provided aa 
humanitarian aid to tho raaiataneo aovaaant. North waa asked to 
provide a Swiaa bank account into which tha funds could ba 
deposited and froa which tho State Department could direct or 
causa payments to-tha resistance aovaaant for uaos other than tha 
purchase of vsapons. 

In July, i960, North provided an account number (368- 
430-32-1) at Credit Suisse Sank, Geneva, Switzerland. On 
November 1, 1988, North was asked whether the money had bean 
deposited. Ke replied that it had not. On December 4, 1988, the 
third country advised tho Department of Stato that tha money had 
been transferred to the Credit Suisse account (388-430-22-1) on 
or about August 19, 1988. Thesa monies remain unaccounted for at 
this time. 

THE OFFENSES 

18 USC 371 


If two or more persons conspire either to conit any 
offense against the United States, or to defraud the United 
States, or any agency thereof in any manner or for any purpose, 
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and om or aoro of ouch persons do any act to offset the object 
of the conspiracy, each shall be fined not aoro than $10,000 or 
iaprisoned net aoro than five years, or both. 

a 

*1 


IS use 641 

Whoever ... knowingly converts to his use or the use of 
another, or without authority, sells, conveys or disposes of any 
... thing of value of the United States ... shall be fined not 
sore that $10,000 or iaprisoned not sore than ten years,, or 
both .... 

18 USC 1343 

Whoever, having devised or intending to devise any 
schase or artifice to defraud, or for obtaining aoney or property 
by means of falsa or fraudulent pretenses, representations, or 
proaises, transmits or causes to be transmitted by means of wire, 
radio, or television conunication in interstate or foreign 
commerce, any writings, signs, signals, pictures, or sounds for 
the purpose of executing such scheae or artifice, shall be fined 
not more than $1,000 or Imprisoned not more than five years, or 
both. 
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l« use 2314 

Whoever transports In intsrststs or foreign commerce 
any goods, waras, merchandise, aseurltiss or aonay, of tbs valua 
of $9,000 or more, knowing tbs saaa to bava boon stolan, 
convartad or taken by fraud) or 

Whoever, having dasirad or intending to davisa any 
a eh ana or artifiea to da fraud, or for obtaining aonay or proparty 
by naans of falsa-or fraudulent pratansas, re p rese n tations, or 
proaises, transports or causes to be transported, or induces any 
parson to travel in, or to be transported in interstate conerce 
in tbs execution or concealment of a nchsas or artifice to 
defraud that parson of aonay or property having a value of $9.000 
or bo re ... shall be fined not more than $10,000 or imprisoned 
not sore than tan years, or both. 


Ham*: 

Oliver L. North 

Citizanahip: 

United States 

DOB: 

October 7, 1943 

POB: 

San Antonio, Texas 

Rasidanca: 

Kantland Drive. 


Great Falls, Virginia 

Csployar: 

United States Marine Corp 

Ham: 

Albert Kakia 

Citizanahip: 

United States 


76-936 0-88-48 
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DOB' 

POB: 

R*sidftnc*i 

* 

Employer: 


July M, 1»( 

Tehran, Iran 

16375 Artec Ridge Drive 

Los Gatos, California 

Stanford Technology Trading, Inc. 

1259 Oelaar Avenue 

San Jose, California 


Naae: 

citizenship: 

DOB: 

POB: 

Residence: 

O^loyer? 


Richard Vernon Secord IX 

United States 

July S, 1932 

Larue, Ohio 

<902 Anna Karla court 

HeLean, Virginia 

Stanford Technology Trading, Inc. 
Vienna, Virginia 


PEK5WS AFFSCTEP 


None known at this tine. 




Please provide ccaplete records of account nuaber 368' 
430-22-1 or any other account at Credit Suisse Bank, Eaux Vivas 
Branch, Geneva, Switzerland, held or controlled by Lt. Col. 
Oliver L. North, Albert Kakla, and/or Richard Vernon Secord II, 
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or of any othar aooount (especially an aooeune which can ba 
Identified aa ona from which aoney caas to an above-described 
account, or to which aoney fraa an above-des cr ibed aooount went) 

' related or traceable to any of the following: the above- 
described aoeounta, the ana salea'transactions, the third 
country deposit, or the parties Involved In this request: at 
Credit Suisse or any other bank in Switzerland. The records 
should include, but not be limited to: 

(1) original signature cards; 

(2) opening account documentation; 

<3) periodic account statements; 

(4) account ledger cards; 

(5) records of all itaas deposited/ withdrawn, or 
transferred, including front and back copies of 
itaas deposited or withdrawn; 

(8) wire transfers; 

(7) certificates of deposit; 

(8) letters of credit; 

(9) correspondence to, froa, or on behalf of the 
account holder; and 

(10) neaoranda relating to the account. 

TESTIMONY HEEDED 

Please identify the officials of Credit Suisse Bank who 
opened the account(s) and executed any subsequent disposition of 
funds in the account(e). Please interview these officials on the 
following points: 
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(1) the identity of the poroon(o) who opened tho 
reco unt (o); 

(3) tho circumstances under which ooch Account was 
opened; 

(3) the identity of any person ordering the disposition 
of the sonsy from the account(a); and 

(4) the disposition of the sonsy after it had been 
placed in the account(a), including the 
instructions received and tho seans by which they 
were conveyed. 

PROCEDURES T O BE FOLLOWED 

Please ask the cantonal magistrate to do the following: 

(1) interview the appropriate bank officials and 
provide « procee-verbal pursuant to Articles 
1(4)(b), 10, and 13; 

(3) require production of original docuaents or true 
copies thereof from the bank pursuant to Articles 
1(4)(c) and 18(1); 

(3) attach to the documents a certificate of 

Authenticity of Business Records completed and 
signed by the person producing the docuaents 
pursuant to Article 18(3); 
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(4) affix bis saal (or stamp) upon tha cartifloat* pur¬ 
suant to Artiela 11(3) If satisfied that, under tha 
procedure followed, a falsa stataaant on tha Certl- 
fleata would subj act tha parson who cosplatad and 
sign ad It to criminal penalty undar Svlsa law; and 

(5) invite tha bank officials giving testimony and 
producing tha docuaants to appear in tha United 
States at soaa future data, at tha expanse of the 
United States Government, to testify at a 
proceeding pursuant to Article 23(3). Zf any *- 
witness chooses not to appear in the United States, 
a formal deposition of the witness in Switzerland _ 
at soaa future date is requested pursuant to 
Articles 10 and 12. 

William F. Weld 
Assistant Attorney General 
Criminal Division 

United Statss Department of Justice 
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■'•MUM. AC MW 
December 13, 1936 

Pascal Coasin, Esquire 

Intamational Legal Assistance Section 

radar*1 Office for Police Hatters 

Bundesrain 20 

CH 3003 Bern 

Switzerland 

Re: Request for Assistance in the Investigation 

of Lt. Col . Oliver L. Worth and Others (B 68165 Cop) 


Dear Hr. Gossin: 


By letter dated Decesher 12, 1983, this office 
transmitted a request for assistance in the above investigation. 
By telefax dated December 13, 1986, you informed us that, 
pursuant to the request for assistance, certain aoeounts at 
credit Suisse Bank have been provisionally frozen but that the 
freeze will be maintained for 30 days only absent a translation 
of the request for assistance. This letter is intended to 
clarify and supplement the request for assistance dated 
December 12, 1986. 

With respect to the provisional freeze, this office 
will provide a translation of the request for assistance within 
the next several days. 


Even though the provisional freeze remains in place 
until the assistance requested has been provided, the United 
States will need additional time to evaluate that assistance 
before deciding what further action is appropriate. If, as a 
result of the assistance provided, the United States is able to 
claim any funds provisionally frozen in Swiss bank accounts as 
assets belonging to the United States, then the United states 
will seek the return of the funds pursuant tc article 1, 
paragraph 1(b), of tbs treaty. Accordingly, you are requested to 
maintain a freeze of those funds relevant to the request for 
assistance until such time as the United States can determine 
whether a claim under article 1, paragraph 1(b), of the treaty is 
appropriate and, if so, has perfected that claim. 


With respect to the additional accounts to be frozen, 
the United States requests that any Swiss acoounts into which 
proceeds from the arms sales or the third country deposit are 
traceable be frozen, at least to the extent that funds in the 
account do not exceed the proceeds traceabls to these arms sales 
or the third country deposit. Such accounts may be held by or on 
behalf of the following parties: 
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X) Kanucher Ghorbanifari Iranian tm dultr 

Chorbanifar participated ir the iraa uIm. purportedly 
as a broker, fund raiser end negotiator. Re allegedly raised 
eeney from American, Arab and Ca n adian Investors as front soney 
for the area deal. He say have used Credit Suiaee aooount number 
283838-92-1. He also say have used the name "Abdollah Rhak", 
Credit Suisse aooount number 370-113-12-1. 

2) Adrian Khaahoggi: Saudi Arabian businessman 

Riaahoggl purportedly advanced soney to help finance 
the eras sales ana solicited the participation of certain 
Canadian inveators for the arms deal. 

3) Roy M. Furaark: Hew York businessaan 

An associate of Riaahoggi, Furaark identified hiaself 
as a middleman between Iranians and money sources. 

4) Dona.d Fraser: Canadian businessman 

Fraser, the president of Triad America, a Salt Lake 
City, Utah, unit oi Triad Croup, a Cayman Islands holding company 
controlled by ttiashoggi, invested funds in the arms deal. 

5) Earnest Killer: Canadian businessman 

Hiller, a member of the board of directors of Triad 
America, also invested funds in the arms deal. 

6 ) Hyde Park Square Corp: (no further Information 
available as to identity) 

Hyde Park Square Corp. is a conduit corporation through 
which purchase money for the arms sold to Iran was transmitted to 
the United States. 

7) Auditing and Fiduciary Services (Audifi S.A.): a 
Fribourg, Switzerland, company 

Audifi, through Suzanne Hefti and Sebastian Crisciona, 
allegedly arranged for some aspect of the arms sales payments. 
Pananerican records apparently list both Hefti and Crlactone (and 
Karie-Koelle Eggertmvyler) as administrative board members of 
Lake Resources, which used an account at Credit Suisse to 
iaplisent the arms deal. 

8 ) Jean de Sen arc lens: (no further information 
available as to identity) 
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Senarclens, doing business as Ooopanie do Sorvlooo 
fiduciaries, runs Stanford Technology Trading <3roup 
Intomoelonal, rribourg, Switrerland, the Swiss affiliate of tho 
Uni tad States employer of Albert Bold* and Richard Sooord. 

, 9) Hillard Zuckert an American attorney 

ZucXer, a reaidant of Conova, la an aaaociato of 
Sanarelona. 

With regard to tho third country depoeit, tho country 
involved is Brunei. However, with respect to the eras deal, 
accounts hold by or for the governments of Iran, Israel, or Saudi 
Arabia aay be involved. Moreover, all the persons and entities 
mentioned above should bo considered as persons involved for 
purposes of article 10, paragraph 2, of the treaty. 

Please contact this office if you desire additional 
information. This office will provide a translation of this 
letter as soon as possible. Your assistance and cooperation in 
this matter are greatly appreciated. 


Sincerely, 


ftiilip T. White, Director 
Office of International 



by: Richard C. Owens 

Senior Trial Attorney 
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Honorable David Durenberger 
Chairman, Salact Committee 
on Incalllganca 
Unlcad Stacaa Sanaca 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Daar Mr. Chairman* 

By lattar datad Dacamber 17, 1986, I furnished you with 
copies of our request under the Treaty between the United States 
and the Swiss Confederation on Mutual Assistance In Criminal 
Matters in the Investigation of Lt. Colonel Oliver L. North and 
others datad December 12, 1966, and our supplemental request 
dated December 15, 1986. Please find enclosed-the correct last 
page of the request dated December 12, 1986. 

Sincerely, 

Philip T. White 

Director 

Office of International Affairs 

Criminal Division 


- 
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Unitod SUtM Govammant, to tastify at • 
proo—ding pursuant to Articla 23(3). If any 
witnaaa chooaaa not to appaar in tbs Unitad Statas, 
a formal dapoaition of tha witnaaa in Switzarland 
at acaa futura data ia raquaatad pursuant to 
Articlaa 10 and 12. 


williaa T. wald 
Aaaiatant Attomay Ganaral 
criminal Diviaion 

Uni tad Stataa Dapartaant of Juatica 


4 
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Senarclans, doing business as Coqpanie do Services 
Fiduciaries, runs Stanford Technology Trading droop 
International, Fribourg, Svitierland, tbo Swiss affiliate of tho 
United Sts too employer of Albort Hakia and Richard Sooord. 

9) Hillard Zuckert an Aaorican attorney 

* . \ Zuckar, a rsoidant of Geneva, is an associats of 

Sanarelans. 

Kith regard to tba third country deposit, tho country 
involved is Brunal. However, with r os poct to tho arao deal, 
accounts hold by or for tho garvernaanta of Iran, Israel, or Saudi 
Arabia say be involved. Moreover, all tho persons and entities 
mentioned above should be considered as persons involved for 
purposes of article 10, paragraph 3, of the treaty. 

Please contact this office if you desire additional 
information. This office will provide a translation of this 
letter as soon as possible. Your assistance and oooperation in 
this matter are greatly appreciated. 


Sincerely, 


Philip T. White, Director 
Office of International 



by: Richard C. Ovens 

Senior Trial Attorney 
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Honorable David Durenberger 
Chairman, Select Committee 
on Intelligence 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20S10 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

By letter dated December 17, 1986, I furnished you with 
copies of our request under the Treaty between the United States 
and the Swiss Confederation on Mutual Assistance In Criminal 
Matters in the investigation of Lt. Colonel Oliver L. North and 
others dated December 12, 1986, and our supplemental request 
dated December 15, 1986. Please find enclosed the correct last 
page of the request dated December 12, 1986. 

Sincerely, 

Philip T. White 

Director 

Office of International Affairs 

Criminal Division 
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(4) affix hi* Htl (or staap) upon tha Certificate pur¬ 
suant to Article 11(9) if satisfied that, undar tha 
procadura- followed, a falsa statement on certi¬ 
ficate would subj act tha parson who coaplatad and 
sign ad it to criminal penalty undar Swiss law) and 

(5) invita tha banX officials giving testimony and 
producing tha docuaants to appaar in tha United 
State* at sea* future data, at tha expanse of the 
United States Government, to testify at a 
proceeding pursuant to Article 33(2). Zf any ** 
witness chooses not to appe ar in tha United States, 
a formal deposition of tha witness in Switzerland __ 
at soma future data is requ e sted pursuant to 
Articles 10 and 12. 

Wt'lfaTUyjr. djUJL— 

Willies r. Wald 
Assistant Attomsy Ganaral 
Criainal Division 

Unitad Statas Dapartaant of Justice 
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Exhibit EM-60 

HJU064000 PAGE 13 

possibly two Beating, subsequently— to look at tha iinding 

itself, which I did. That was in tha Office oi tha , 

/ ( • 

Assistant ior national Saourity Affairs, Admiral Poindexter. 

That was tha only occasions on which ay advica was sought 
as to tha Iranian initiativa itsali. Z was not at any tins 
askad about any aspact oi tha divarslon oi iunds to tha 
oontras. 

Than subsequent to tha public knowladga oi this 
initiativa* tha Prasidant did ask aa to look into and iind 
facts as to what had occurrad so that thara could ba a 
comprehensive presentation oi Administration information to 
tha Congress in testimony. That* however* was not* strictly 
speaking* legal advica* and it was after tha fact. 

Tha CHAIRMAN. Mr. Attorney General* Z am not going to 
pursue more specifics thara. I aa going to reserve that for 
whan wa sit with you again in tha Select Committee. But 
thara is one question that Z must ask you now. 

Thara is now substantial evidence in tha public record 
that money belonging to tha United States government was 
paid into a number of foreign bank accounts. Thara ware at 
least two sources of these iunds» money paid ior United 
States government property--that is* arms and equipmant~-and 
money raised as donations by tha National Security Council 
and others to fund tha oontras. 

Tha Tower Committee report, ior example* repeatedly cites 
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references to "our lake resources account" and "our 

account*" in tha doouaents. , 

f, 

Mava you# Kr. Attornay General# takan any stops to obtain 
an accounting of all funds that aru tho proporty of tha 
United statas government? Mill you fila a civil suit or 
otherwise soak to obtain a full accounting# and have you 
filed or will you fila any civil lawsuits to obtain 
iuediate possession or return of these funds for tha Unitad 
Statas? And if you have not done so# I would like to know 
why not. 

Attorney General HEESK. Kr. Chairman# these aattars and 
tha investigation of these accounts are now presently within 
the province of the independent counsel# and it would be 
inappropriate for us to coaaenoe a separate investigation 
which could interfere with or conflict with the 
investigation of the independent counsel. 

However# it is-- 

The CHAZKKAK» I would like to stop you right there# Hr. 
Attorney General. I aa talking about civil suits. 

Attorney General KEESE. Yes# I understand# but the 
investigation of what accounts are there and who they belong 
to and so on are things that are being Investigated by the 
Independent counseli and we have taken the position that we 
will utilise the results of his investigation# in which 
elements of the Department are cooperating working directly 
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“with hi*, but whloh irt not coporting to at but art 
reporting directly to the Independent oounsal. 

We will utiliza this information to procaad with any. civil 
actions that aza appropriata in a way and at a tina so as 
not to interfere with tha indapandant counsal. 

Tha CHAIRMAN. Wall, Mr. Attoznay Ganacal, if you hava 
information now saparata and apact fco* any criminal 
implications and strictly saparata and apart from that, just 
civil liabilities that wa could pursua. 

Attoznay Ganazal MEESE. Wa do not hava any such 
information, Hr. Chairman. 

Tha CHAIRMAN. This is notwithstanding tha fact that wa 
hava in tha Towar Raport rafarancas to 1 'out various 
accounts' 1 and that thasa aza propartias of tha United 
States? 

Attoznay Ganazal MEESE. Wall, thasa accounts ara things 
that aza now baing invastigatad by tha indapandant counsal. 

For us to launch a saparata investigation into those 
accounts would not only ba duplicative, but would conflict 
with tha work of tha indapandant counsal. 

Tha CHAIRMAN. But, General, I do not mean to insist, but 
I hava got to insist that wa ara talking about now civil 
aattars that ara not in any way going to intarfara with tha 
work of tha Indapandant counsal. 

Attorney General HESSE. Wall, if v* hava our 
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investigators, civil investigators going through the saae 
steps that the independent counsel is non taking to discover * 
these bank accounts, then we will have the situation of two 
different branches oi the government getting in each other's 
way, and also perhaps impeding the investigation oi the 
independent counsel; whereas, we will be able to get that 
saae information and utilize it in cooperation with the 
independent counsel. 

The CHAXRHAX. Hell, let me say. Hr. Attorney General, 
that I am disappointed at that attitude, because if there is 
one thing that I think we need to follow it is the trail of 
funds. And I believe that a civil lawsuit or civil action 
contemplated in this case will be mighty helpful in view of 
the fact that the President last night took a first step in 
what I believe to be is actually an atteapt to try to set 
this record straight; and yet there are so aany unanswered 
questions. I think we have got to do everything we possibly 
can without trying to suggest that we are running afoul of 
what the independent counsel may be doing. 

I know full well that you cannot get into that area, but 
know full well, too, that there are areas that are areas of 
your responsibility that it seems to me become something 
that you cannot ignore. 

Attorney General HEE3E. Veil, nobody is ignoring any 
responsibilities. Hr. Chairman. The only thing we are doing 
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is asking sues thst us scs not going to intSEisrs oi: gst in 
ths nay oi ths indspsndsnt oounssl. And li thsES is 

.■ * i 

anything thst is appxopEiata to bs dons thst is not • \ t 
invsstigstsd by ths indspsndsnt oounssl and thst would 
provids additional svidsnoa ios civil aotions which sxs not 
Esvsalsd by his inquixy# ws osxtainly will bs doing that. 

Ths CKAIKHAX. Vsll, 1st us xaaaabax# this is taxpaysxs 9 
aonay-- 

Attoxnsy Ganscal HEESE. Ho# actually# it is not. It is 
ths aonsy that would aooxus to ths Vnitsd Statss. All ths 
taxpaysxs' aonsy has alxsady bssn xstuxnsd to ths taxpaysxs# 
but ths aonsy that ws axs talking about is aonsy that would 
havs ooas ixoa Xxan that bsooass construotlvaly ths pxopsEty 
oi ths Vnitsd Statss. 

Ths CHAXAHAX. Vsll# it bsooass pxopaxty oi ths Unitad 

Statss# and ths taxpaysE pays lass ii thaxa is aois in ths 

1 

account. So it would sssa to as that# whlls you nay want to 
diiisxsntlats# but nonsthslsss wa-- 

Attoxnsy Gsnsxal HESSE. Vsll# Hr. Chaixaan-- 
Ths CHAXAHAX. I think ths taxpaysx has an lntsxsst in it 
Attoxnsy Gsnsxal HEESE. Xobody is aoxs diligsnt and 
conosxnsd iox ths taxpaysxs 1 dollax than I aa# He. Chairaan. 

And as I say# vs will do svsxything that ws can lagally 
without intssisxing with ths indspsndsnt oounssl. 


400 


Ths CHAXAHAX. Thank you vary auch. Hr. Attoxnsy Gsnsxal 



1515 



NAME 

1271 

1272 

1273 
>1274 

127 5 

1276 

1277 

1278 

1279 

1280 
1281 
1282 

1283 

1284 

1285 

1286 

1287 

1288 

1289 

1290 

1291 

1292 

1293 

1294 

1295 


Exhibit EM-61 

HIR189000 PAGE 57 

RPTS BO YUM 
OCMK DANIELS 

% i 

I to:30 a.*. 1 \ 

Mr. NIELDS. My question Is why, if it was up to Mr. 
Saoord to daoida what to do with tha ♦10 nillion, did you 
saak tha Prasidant's approval to usa it for tha contras? 

Mr. NORTH. What I sought was--as I just triad to 
articulata—I sought tha ovarall approval for tha ovarall 
plan, a part of--in fact, a ralativaly snail part of tha 
ovarall plan for daaling with tha Iranians was tha usa of 
tha rasiduals from thosa transactions to halp tha Nicaraguan 
fraadom flghtars. 

It was, if you just look at tha nuabar of words dadicatad 
to that aspaot of it in tha ona nano that still axists, it 
is a vary briaf nantion. Not bacausa it is trying to ba 
buriad, but bacausa it was a ralativaly snail part of it. 

It has baan nada an anornous political avant, but I an 
tailing you it was a ralativaly snail part of tha ovarall 
ob jactiva. 

Tha ovarall objactivas wars what I just articulatad. Wa 
wars striving, as tha finding claarly indicatas--and I wrota 
thosa words in tha finding, thosa words hava cona fron tha 
aarliast discussions I had with Mr. Ladaan and Nr. MoParlana 
in tha sunnar of 1985 as to what wa hopad to aohiava as a 
consaquanoa of thasa dalivarias or transactions with tha 
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1296 

Iranians. 

1297 


1298 

Hr. NX2LDS. X don't want to balabor tha point* but ilat 

1299 

m hi if X can ask tha quastion simply onoa and saa if you 

1300 

can ansuai this ona way or tha othar. 

1301 

Whosa daoision was it whathar tha aonays would ba usad for 

1302 

tha contras or not? Somabody in tha U.S. Govarnmant* or 

1303 

Ganaral Sacord? 

13014 

Hr. NORTH. Tha daoision was mada that rasiduals £ tom 

1305 

thosa transactions would ba appliad to support tha Nicaragua 

1306 

rasistanca with tha authority that I got iroa my supariors* 

1307 

Admiral Poindaxtar, with tha conourranca of William J. Casay 

1308 

and X thought at tha tima tha Prasidant of tha Unitad 

1309 

Statas. 

1310 

I latar laarnad that tha Prasidant was unawara of that 

1311 

aspact of thasa transactions. 

1312 

Hr. NXELDS. And if tha Unitad Statas Govarnmant had 

1313 

dacidad that tha 810 million lass ax?ansti should all ba 

1 3 1 M 

paid into tha Unitad Statas Traasury* than that is what 

13 15 

would hava happanad* isn't it? 

13 16 

Hr. SULLIVAN. Ha has answarad tha quastion* Hr. Nialds. 

1317 

Hr. NORTH. Plaasa* Counsal* lat-- 

1318 

Hr. SULLXVAN. Ona at a tima. 

1319 

Hr. NORTH. You know* tha Unitad Statas Govarnmant chargad 

1320 

X thousands of dollars for a commodity. If I wars to buy a 



B,. • 
n- ■ 


HA MX * 

1321 

1322 

1323 
1 32M 

* 

1325 

1326 

1327 

1328 

1329 

1330 

1331 

1332 

1333 
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piaca of land iron tha Unitad Stataa Park Sarvlca for 
910,000 and than a yaar latar or a waak latas go out and , ‘ \ 

sail It for v20,000. would tha Govarnnant of tha Unitad 
Statas'lay olaln to ay 910,000 profit? 

Mr. XIELDS. Ara you-- 

nr. XORTH. 1 know I an not supposad to ask tha quastlons. 
nr. XIELDS. That did not answar ny quastlon. Counsal 
said you aliaady answarad It. 

nr. SULLIVAK. That Is right. 

nr. XIELDS. I would Ilka an answar. 

Chalrnan IX0UYE. I hata to ranlnd counsal, but ha is wall 
awara of tha rulas. Plaasa addrass tha Chair, 
nr. SULLIVAK. Yas, nr. Chalrnan. 
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1334 

1335 

1336 

1337 

% 

*1338 

1339 

1340 
134 1 

1342 

1343 

1344 

1345 

1346 

1347 

1348 

1349 

1350 

1351 

1352 

1353 

1354 

1355 

1356 

1357 

1358 


HIR189000 
DCHN KZLTOX 


MM 60 

V v \ v 


Chairaan ZXOUYI. Let's not.stall the proceedings. \ 

r ' • 

Mr. SULLIVAN. Mr. Chiinini li taking four ainutas to 
-explain ay position oan axpadita tha proceedings and raaind 
tha Chair oi its lntendad-'-lts intantion to us to ooaplata 
thasa haarings in four days* than I think it is four ainutas 
wall worth spant. 

Chairaan INOUYE. Plaasa prooaad. 

Hr. NORTH. Whosa turn? 

Hr. NIELDS. Tha quastion was, ii thosa higher-ups in tha 
Unitad Statas Qovarnaant from whoa you sought approval 
daoidad that tha 810 aillion should not, any part of it* ba 
sant to tha contras but should all cons back to tha Unitad 
Statas Treasury, that is what would hava happened, isn't it? 

Hr. NORTH. Yes. 

Hr. NZELDS. So it was our aoney that was going to the 
contcas, wasn't it? 

Hr. NORTH. I disagree with your conclusion. Counsel. 

Chairaan INOUYE. Is this a good tlaa for a racess? 

He. NORTH. I am sorry* Hr. Chairaan. 

Chaizaan INOUYE. Plaasa pEocead. 

He. NORTH. I disagree with your conclusion. If ay boss 
told as* ''Ollla* every penny that coaes froa this thing 
goes right back into tha Treasury of tha Unitad Statas of 





1519 


Exhibit EM-63 


Draft Memo: 

RDM to VV 

Subject: Independent oounsel rtquait 


The purpose of this memo is to adviee you of my conoern that, 
given the revelations Bade by the Attorney General on Tuesday, 
extensive investigation vill be required to determine vhether, as 
alleged by eleven members of the House Judiciary Cosssittee, lover 
level government officials or higher level officials covered by the 
independent counsel provisions may have committed criminal acts in 
arranging for aid to the oontras. I also believe that any 
investigation into this information vill concern the same matters 
nov under investigation by the Attorney General. 

The request for in dependent counsel 


This request for independent counsel, made on Oct. 17, 1986, 
called for an investigation of information that certain officials, 
including Col. Oliver North, Adm. John Poindexter, CIA Director 
Casey, Yice President Efeish, Secretary Weinberger, and others in the 
Executive Office of the President and on the National Security 
Council staff, may have committed criminal acts by arranging for 
the provision of illegal military assistance to the contras. 
Specifically, the congressmen alleged that the officials in 
question may have violated the Boland amendment, the Neutrality 
Acts, and lavs prohibiting the unlicensed shipment of arms and 
munitions. 


far preliminary inquiry 


* Until Tuesday of this veek, our role vas to determine vhether 
the information available to the Attorney General, either from the 
press, the Congress, or from existing criminal investigations, 
indicated that there vere grounds to investigate criminal activity 
by any covered officials. Of course, a corollary vas to determine 
vhether information of oriminal activity by non-oovered officials 
vas being properly investigated and, vhen appropriate, prosecuted. 
In carrying out this inquiry, ve operated on certain basic 
assumptions. These included the folloving: 


—that evidence of vrongdoing by lov level 
government or contra personnel did not indicate 
high level misoonduot, so long as the evidence 
shoved that misconduct vas being properly 
investigated by the appropriate authorities and 
that no pervasive pattern of improprieties sxistsd 
that necessarily implied policies directed at a 
higher level. 

--that contact by US government officials vith ■ 
pro-contra personnel allegedly involved in 
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"privately fumded" aid to tho oontra* did not of 
itself indicate any impropriety, since both _ n 

diplomatic -and inttlligtnoo gathering oontaots vere i o/ 

not prohibited. Thus, abeent any evidence to the i 

contrary, there vae no reaeon to believe that such 
% % contact* indicated US government involvement in 

providing illegal aeeistanoe to the contra*. 

—that statement* by high level officials that any 
military aid to the contra# vae "privately funded" 
vere true, or atr least that v* ha<t na received no 
•peoifio, oredible evidence to the contrary. 

—that any government involvement in possible 
Neutrality Act violation# by mercenary group# in 
the US vould not constitute crime# by government 
personnel, since those Act# do not, in the 
Department*# view, apply to official act# of the 
Executive Branch authorized by the President. 

—that, similarly, arm# exports authorized by the 
President probably vould not violate the export 
control lavs. Thus, any knovledge of or authorized 
involvement by government officials at any level 
vith private exports to the contras probably vould 
not constitute criminal acts (ve had not completely 
analyzed this last assumption). 

I think that the information made public by the Attorney 
General on Tuesday has totally discredited all the assumptions listed 
above and that, therefore, extensive investigation vill be necessary 
to determine vhether government officials, both covered and 
uncovered, may have oosmitted crimes in connection vith aid to the 
contra*. That investigation vill necessarily involve the same 
documents and vitnesses already involved in the investigation being 
conducted by the Attorney General and probably cannot be successfully 
accomplished vithout extensive examination of documents and personnel 
of the CIA, the NSC and t.<ie contras , including the Yice-President, 

Director ‘Casey, Secretary Weinberger, Col. North, Adm*. Poindexter and 
others, and extensive grand jury vork to gather financial records 
and to resovlve differences in testimony. I set forth belov some of 
the reasons that lead me to this conclusion. 

The Boland Amendaiot 

Among other thing, the Boland amendment prohibited the 
expenditure of any funds: 

"available to the Central Intelligence Agency, the 
Department of Defense, or any other agency or 
entity of the United States involved in 
intelligence aotivity*... "for the purpose or vhich 
vould have the effect of supporting, directly or 
indirectly, military or paramilitary operations in l 
Nicaragua by any nation, group, organization, If 

movement, or individual." 
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It fms to ms clear fro® the information made public by the Attorney 
General that funds available to the Department of Defense eere used 
to store, transport, load, and ship to Iran the arms eventually 
turned into aid tp the contras. CBS Neva reported Wednesday Evening 
that the CIA vas also involved in the loading and shipping of the 
weapons, thus indicating that CIA funds vere also spent. Also on 
Wednesday, both the Nev York Times and CBS reported that the funds 
generated by sale of the weapons to Iran vere used to fund the 
airdrops of weapons from Ilopango Air Base in El Salvador into 
Nicaragua. (That operation vas reportedly run by Max Gomez, aka 
Felix Rodriguez, who has met with the Vice-President at least twice. 
It vas in the course of one of those operations that the C-123 was 
shot down and Eugene Hasenfus captured). If the above information is 
true, it appears to me fairly clear that anyone who designed the Iran 
operation to deliver weapons in Nicaragua, concealed that information 
from the President, and then ordered the deal to go forward, could 
reasonably be said to be in violation of the Boland amendment. 

It is true that the Boland amendment contains no penalties, 
either civil or criminal, and that therefore a conspiracy to violate 
the amendment arguably might not constitute a conspiracy to cosmit an 
"offense against the United States" under 18 U.S.C.$371. However, 
$371 also prohibits conspiracies "to defraud the United States" and 
there is case lav that the provision applies to any conspiracy having 
as its purpose "impairing, obstructing or defeating the lawful 
function of any department of the United States", including "any 
conspiracy to defeat application of (government) funds to their 
statutory purpose" or "to divert resources from their intended 
purpose." Given the facts revealed by the Attorney General, it 
appears to me that there is reasonable cause to investigate whether 
Col. North and others vere involved in a criminal conspiracy to 
defraud the United States. 

Informatio n indicating that there may have been other. diversiQns_Qf 



Of course, any eventual decisien whether the Iran cnnection 
involved a criminal conspiracy "kx^dt^ed will depend on the details 
revealed by further investigation, including review of all 
documentation generated in connection with the arms sale and all 
evidence bearing on intent. However, the preliminary inquiry in 
which 1 have been involved has revealed information and unproven 
allegations that, in light of the recent revelations, give rise to 
reasonable suspicions that North and other officials may have 
knowingly diverted funds other than the arms sale profits and the 
funds used to -ship the arms . I think that this information rises to 
the level of information that must be thoroughly investigated in 
order to intelligently determine whether any criminal acts vere 
cosmitted by low or high level officials. Among the facts and 
allegations I am referring to art the following: 

— The Nev York Times has reported that the amounts 
raised by the Iranian sale vere not enough to pay # 

for all the weapons shipments to the contras. 


77C 



1522 


A 

—High level government official#, including 
Assistant Secretary of Stats Elliot Abrams, bars 
repeatedly statsd that any veapons shipments to tbs 
contras vsrs privatsly funded and that thsrs ns 
clsarly no government involvement in suoh 
shipments. Thsrs have bssn nevs reports that 
Oirsotor Casey and Assistant Secretary Abrams nay 
have so testified to the Congress. These 
statements have been shovn to be patently false. 

—No one has yet deterained vho did fund all the 
arms shipments to the contras. A thorough FBI and 
grand jury investigation could probably resolve 
vhere the sonsy case from and vho knev about it. 

—The C-123 in vhioh Hasenfus crashed apparently 
recently belonged to Southern Airvays, formerly a 
CIA proprietary company, and the flight vas manned 
by ex-CIA personnel. The crev carried documents 
connecting them to members of the NSC staff. The 
same airline reportedly delivered arms, as veil an 
National Security Adviser MacFarlane, to Teheran. 


—A GAO investigation alleged, and the Fraud 
Section*s investigation confirmed, that large 
amounts of money paid by the NHAO, set up to 
administer the tventy seven million dollars 
appropriated to fund humanitarian aid to the 
contras, cannot be accounted for. Some of the 
funds that have been traced ended up in secret 
accounts in the Caymans or vere apparently used to 
bribe members of the Honduran military. Although 
there are receipts shoving that the contras 
actually reoeived the humanitarian aid allegedly 
purchased, it has so far not been determined if 
many of these receipts are genuine (many are signed 
vith false names), and some have been conclusively 
demonstrated to be fraudulent. Very fev intervievs 
have been done and no grand jury investigation has 
been conducted into these irregularities. 

—The fraud seotion has conclusively established 
that some of the money appropriated for 
humanitarian aid vas used to buy veapons, an act 
clearly prohibited by the Boland Amendment. This 
act involved the submission of false documentation 
to the US government and vas o omit ted by 
"unilateral assets" of the CIA. 

—One oontra vitness informed the fraud section 
that the head of the NHAO (vho reported directly to 
Assistant Secretary Abrams) instructed him to 
certify that humanitarian aid had been received 
after the vitness informed the Ambassador that he 
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had no such information. 

—The press hat reported that raoorda of tha 
Salvadoraan telephone company shov conclusively 
that oalla vara made from aafa houaaa used in tha 
* % airdropa of vaapon to tha oontraa to a contractor 

» asaooiatad with tha NHAO, to Col. North*a offioa in 

tha White House, and to ratirad Gan. Riohard 
Saoord.(Gan. Secord, vho raportadly accoapaniad 
KacFarlana to Taharan aboard a Scut ham Air f light, 
ia raportad by tha Cuatoma Sarvioa to ba undar 
oriminal investigation, aoon to raach tha grand 
jury stage, for violations of tha Nautrality Aota 
concarning tha organization of mercenaries to fight 
for tha oontraa). 

—According to tha prsss, vitnaaaaa hava atatad 
that thara vara large quantities of munitions 
aboard tha NHAO’a supposedly humanitarian airdrops 
into Nicaragua. 

— An AUSA in San Diego has raportadly alleged that 
a high level Customs Service interfered vith of a 
" v Neutrality Act investigation involving tha contras. / ' 

— An AUSA in Miami, vho vent to Costa Rica to 
investigate Nautrality Act violations, reported 
that US Embassy officials advised a key witness not 
to speak to him and that tha CIA station chief, vho 
told the AUSA that ha had been introduced to the 
President by Col. North, triad to steer tha AUSA 
avay from certain lines of inquiry. 

Conclusion 

Before Tuesday's revelations, it vas not reasonable to 
believe, solely on tha basis of these isolated bits of information 
and allegations, that there vas any organized government plot to 
supply prohibited military aid to tha contras. Given tha existence 
of information apparently indicating the existence of an NSC staff 
operation, conducted vithout the President's knovledge or consent, 
to violate the Boland Amendment, it vould clearly be inappropriate 
not to thoroughly explore all evidence that other federal funds vara 
diverted for illegal purposes, especially since many of the people 
allegedly involved hava been linked to the NSC and tha CIA. Any 
other course of action surely vould be seen as a failure to follov 
important and obvious leads in a criminal investigation involving 
important officials dose to tha President. 

In this case, further investigation might, I believe, have to 
include reviev of all relevant NSC, CIA, White House, and DOD 
documents as vsll as intervisv vith all lov levtl personnel 
involved,and of high level offioials euoh as North, Poindexter, # 
Casey, Weinberger, Bush, Gregg, Cannizaro, and possibly the \ 

President. A truly thorough investigation could require access t£* 
NSA overhears as veil. In addition, a thorough reviev, using grand 
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jury subpoenas, you Id be oioimry to audit tha usa made of tha 
twenty-seven million in "humanitarian" aid, to attabliah axaotly 
where all financing usad to fund contra military operation* was 
obtained, and to datarmina vhara tha Iran monay vent. A* you oan * 
see, *uoh an investigation would be massive and would almost, totally 
overlap tha Attorney General*s investigation of tha information 
announced Tuesday. Indeed, it may already be a part of that 
investigation, but I have no way if determining that. Therefore, I 
am bringing the matter to your attention. 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - HOUSE 


*<tn s—envaeiu Uvst m tntelH* 

Itftff —thiu— tiUnn iht United tuu— 
ha/vafvi u tM nauonaJ —cumy of tr¬ 
unk— 9ui« and the r—pecut* nuiRfcwi 

•UtVJA -Itt-t— ibd IPURURIMI VSVti. —■ 

mwwBinnii. Mi ftcuiu— eurun mc 6 
country W emdal WKiwa uuvii of the 
t'aiuf *ux— u Mil country, and my 
—two vhtrti mi have nm lUtfi with re* 
•poet tnomo. 

ici Section My of the Stott Department 
IUK Auihoeutet An of UM <fl UB.C. 

4M |l ^ 

in' in tubMcOon <a> br imtiny out the 
fifth NflUnct. wf 

1 31 by ——name tubotction tb> to r—4 u 
folio rr 

tb> Theft moil oi*o be t Deputy Directot 
of the Offtet of for^n Know*, taher 
the Dtroetoe or the Deputy Director of •ueft 
Office ihoii bo m in&vtdvaJ oho hoi errreO 
in the United IUmi Porei«n Semce thile 
the other of the tvo moU be m thdmOuoJ 
who hoi eerreO tn the United Hotel tnieiit* 
fence Community " 

<di TM amen—sent* etsde by mb —mm 
in thou apply only tith re—t io my op* 
point—ont of o Dtr—ter — Deputy Director 
of the Of flee of fereicn Kimono. — the 
co— any bo o/ur the —if of enactment of 
thu —moo 

TTTLX YTf-OKNCRAL PROVISIONS 
AbmooifT roe m eoweoct — imuiomi 


Sac. ?#i. TM outno n—uoa of oapropno- 
twm by thb Act Mali not — 0—4 to ooo- 
itituu outhorny for the oooPuct of ony to* 
uutfoa— oottniy ptues u not other—— ou* 
thorn*s by the Constitution — uva of the 
Unit— r 

k — wi re AOTVoama 
lav 

Sac TPt Appropfuuooo outhort—4 by 
mu Act for —it. —f. retire—cm. m4 
other benefit* roe federal emptore— may 
be m c reo—4 by <uch aonttonaJ or —pete* 
mental •—ounce u mo> be nee—r y foe in¬ 
ert— in such benefit author— by U» 

tttli vm-Acrmrui m 

NICARAGUA 

If 



_ — Art — by the-- 

—■a Aet hr M ye— M— 
law se-mi — so —if sit 

Z2SSVZ. 



Mr. BOLAND idurto* the reodtofi. 
Mr. Speaker. I ms —ot m conse nt 
that the Sansu UMbBMSt St coo-4 
trod u read sad printed la the 
Ricois 

Tha SPtAm pro tempore. U 
there objection to Uk r e e umt of tha 
cenUamsn from Mas—rhuoeasT 
Hi ROBINSON. Hi. Speaker. X re* 
—ret tha rtsht to objecc 
(Mr. ROBINSON Ml 
riven rinrimtin to mb— sad extend 
remarks, sod tochida extraneous m*U» 

rt Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. Shankar, 1 ra* 
-no tha rlsht to object. to fire th« 
remit mAh from Mo—huaaiU on op* 
port unity to eaplato tha Sansu 
amendment*. 


Mr. SO LAND. WUI tha ftmlemsn 
yield? 

Mr. ROBINSON. ! yield ta the fen* 
Meman. 

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speak*. tha 
SensU smenAnanta ta HR. MM re¬ 
flect an MTtament reached between 
the Permanent Salad Committee on 
lauutsenea sad tha Sansu Select 
Committee on InuUisence on sU 
budftury sod MalalaUv —Alton con¬ 
tained la RJL MSS. the liouM rertioc 
of the toumftnee authorisation bUl 
for flscsi yssr ISM sod S. Sill, tha 
Sensu vi— of thst SUL 

Further. U— Saasu mmKbmu 
sm fully wuStest vuh them 
i—its sath—lMi by U— ftoani rear 
IMS Defense Authorisation Confer* 
ence Report for all thoM tactical laul* 
Utence sod rofasud scunuas pro* 
crams, jointly authorised, by tha ta* 
taUiftnoa sod Armed Semen Coca* 
mi lues. 

Bacso— e 4 Um Small* fsOure u 
more asrUar oa tha Hous i pas—4 bill 
tha eommitu— vara (oread u scree la 
advance, but without formal ooeftr* 
i sil thOM astura si Imua. 


Oetobtr U. I9H 



Nra— ^bpt errtifl— 
SPOftvif si 


thst Niesnfus la aupportSif sntl Oov 
emmeat fore— Io soy other -country 
in Central Amtnca. sod U hi repurm 
more funds for thi war. a vote is fuar 
sataad oo a Joint resolution providing 


ThB B sa MX type fusrantaed 
vou—so axpadltad proc a — that tn* 
suns a vote oo tha President« rtqu—t. 

Tha jaSni resolution. If approved by 
both Kausaa, would remove the prohi¬ 
bition on tha use of already appropri¬ 
ated fundi for tha war. 

to any event, no more than 111 rr.ff- 
Ueo oould be spent dunne the balance 
of the flsoal year. 

This approach roes u far u I be 
Uevt the atronc Houm position aouid 

per mit. _ - — 

OfrtfTT t-'oncTt— a/fLrmsUvely pro^ 
iid— for a raeawaJ of fuodioc for the 
war a—sM any fuoBi be need for that j 

mr that this 
prohibition applies to ail funds avail* 
sbte la Hacml year IMS OflMSltlk^aL 
-- -mtina oroe-tum at mv 



reflects screemrm on prow 
tions suthortsinc tha CLA to deticnau 
•pectsi polk* for tha protection of 
their fscUJti— over which ths VS. 
Oovemmtat has acquired proprtetar* 
isl coneurrant or exclusive junedK* 

UOA. 

It contains isncuac* expreaainc the 
—n— of Concreas that the numbers 
status, sod pfirUftea of dlplocnsu of 
forties oountrtM who encaca to Intel* 
licence actlrtu— tn this country hsra* 
ful to our toured should not exceed 
the comparable numb—, status, sod 
prtvUec— of VS dipioasu to too— 
oountrtaa. 

Finally. It provld— important new 
personnel adthorio— u tha DafehM 
Inumcenca Acaocy to enable that 
Aceocy to confkrure Its personnel 
system to ways mailer to tha parse* 
net systems at tha CLA and NBA. 

Mr. Spatter, el this paint. X ash 
unanimous oooaani that a dauilsd dv 


i* "Prvii* 

dent and the Concms U —« hot in 
traJ bey mature develop tn the r.eu 5 
months. 

Tho— art: Proposed talks betnri'n 
the Oovemment of D Ssiisdor sr.o 
the Salvadorean rebels, the conunuM 
bilattraJ talks between the Unua 
Stales and Nlearacva. the resolution 
of the Conudorm Draft Treaty and 
tht Nfcsreruan elections. 

The Fmldem—whoever he mat 
be—will no doubt take Into account 
events alfecttn* the— four matters f 
he makes a request for funds 

If he does —she a request. It am be 
a na« Coocrma. a new Inuuiience 
Committee sad them new facts amen 
will influence tha action of the Uou— 





__ _ eom p ro m ise which 

wa hart worted etR on Nlearacot pro* 


cut only be renewed If 

_— oonrtoot the Con* 

thbi this very sanet prohibition 

_i be evert—ned. 

Mr. ROBINBON. ConUnulnc my rvt* 
prvauon. Mr. Bpeakav. X support the 
u eoncur to the Senate 

_mu to H R MM. ths InUlU* 

tance Authortaauoo Act for fiscal year 
XML 

i The biU auUfortjes sppropnations 
(or fiscal yearylMi for the conduct of 
totrlllcence M4f intsilirtncemated 
sctlutke by the depanmem* and 
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count the conferees have prov i ded *4 after completion of the bridge bn* 
U44.I mUUoo as contained Id Um provemcot* 


WU BUUOO as contained Id Um prwvemeata for -fl inr irtnwrt U itnfl town ujl 

Sonou W1L TW. ojogw wtti pom* J know the* • number of my «** outstantagfSSty and remain* 
too mor* C-IM FXLOCi to bo per- leagues hare booo conc er ned about source. 

formed, and will a*o permit o total of Amtrak • Wo* Side connection project u, OMtiw for the Treaatwv. tatei 
»7> nuita to to uaotf for the »T*foot to Kew York. The eecftrooo ipt* to 

cutter renovation ud modera*etion tho tteneu "ooo-Amtrak" ihvt ton- ovTconf ereree inrfuAM 

'Propa I would bmUoo that the ruago. permuting ooo-Amtrwk Federal n* vrorSSol Sf^S^cofSriwSS 
oonltroot also agreed to o ooopt o tads to bo courted Mote* tho local JSoft b 5_ »m th. 

Soniu amrndmenl providing M 0 * 1 - chore up U i maitmum total project jS2 flMeeaMrartcUteMbSrrlr 
Itonfcr . UchibouM u Niatuctot o~ .< W tt£Zum?Z?££mJ2o!Z 

rt)t Ox FAX, Uw cocif.rwx, XTM- OM*xc«SiM«BllUae.»morartia? 


oenltreet tlao ocreed to oooept a 

Senile war adment providing M mil* 


For the FAA. the coofereoco urn- ooot exceeds WO million. e more rigor- 
meat provide IIJI billion for tbo fa* quo definition of local fuodc should bo 
cilitkt aad equipment account Th* uoed for the remainder. 


—- — , iff flrT -fdtot Resolution OW. wtth two ex cep* 

a ytaMa n 1 to aJ tuadi tfcwrid a* a««e* • 6 mm* tandami ociiuuUr 

*•» >«“ *>»"«•• wmmwWimbu 222? S5iSSS. 0< »SI? ,, .?J^* , ?fI 


S'lJiTE? J£ tSF-SSS'm ££5£"E2 ~£» siSS. 

mooon uaauon pfotrta to more ior» under the section an rauroas loan —iuhimx it thja nmituna i... , h ._ 
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Office of legal Counsel , 
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omrnioo MUmacMiJt 


MMORANDUM ton TKI ATTORWr OtMtRAL 




Ml LKil Authority lor Mc>nt Covert int Transfers to Iran 


This memorandum responds to rour request for a summary of 
the legal authoritias affooting the recently disclosed ana 
tranafara to Iran, Secauae tha aiaet dotaila of tha tranafara 
have apparently not completely transpired, thta memorandum villa 
provide a general fruaevork for analysis, with rafarancaa only Co 
tho baaie facta that have already emerged. Although thla 
memorandum doaa not daal with questions arising from tha handling 
of tho monies that Iran paid for tha araa in question, tha 
operation in which vaapona vara aold to Iran appaara in othar 
raapacta to hava baan lawful. 


I. Central Authority for Ama Tranafara to Iran 

As you know, thara aro nuaaroua atatutaa that regulate tha 
export of vaapona. Tho principal atatutaa directly affecting 
tranafara by tha governaent are tha Foreign Aaaiatanee Act of 
19S1 and tha Araa Export Control Act. Although*both atatutaa 
aatabliah substantially comprehensive regulatory aehaaaa in tha 
araaa of military aaaiatanee and ailitary aalaa, they do not 
purport to constitute tha aola and aaclualva authority under 
which the/executive branch may tranafar vaapona to foreign 
natlona. [Thus, the liaitationa that tha Poralgn Aaaiatanee Act 
and Araa Sport Control Act lapoaa on araa tranafara apply only 
to tranafara undertaken pursuant to tboae statutes]] If the salts 
to Iran vara accomplished under othar authorltlaa, as va balitvt 


1 Codified, as aaandad, in relevant part at 22 U.S.C. 2311 U 

usu 


2 Codified, as 


aaandad, in relevant part at 


22 U.S.C. J|S1 u 
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they vara, these restrictions would not apply. 3 # 

r 

Conaiatant vlth tha President's eonstltutlonal 
i responsibilities for conducting tha foreign policy of tha nation, 
'Oongress has recognised that tha asacutiva haa conaldarabla 
deaeration to uao government raaourcaa for a variety of 
activities not apaclflcally authorised by statute. Moat 
eonaplcuoualy for present purposes, section 101 of tha National 
Security Act of 1947* assigns certain functions to tha National 
Security Council, but asprassly acknowledges that that entity may 
*perfora[] such other functions as the c Presldent say direct. 1 
Similarly, section 102 of tha saaa Act assigns certain functions 
to tha Central Intelligence Agency, while authorising that Agency 
•to perform such other functions and duties related to 
intelligence affecting the national security as the National 
Security Council may from time to time direct.* We believe that 
these two provisions may bo relied on to support a vide range of 
foreign covert activities not otherwise forbidden by lav. 

Tha authorltiee eserclaed by the NSC and the CIA Include the 
discretion to transfer arms to foreign recipients In the course 
of intelligence or Intelligence-related activities. Congress v 
recently confirmed the esistence of such authority in section 403 
of tha Intelligence Authorisation Act for Fiscal Tear 198S, Pub. 
L. No. 99-169, 99 Stat. 1002, 1006 (198S). That provision 
provides In relevant parts 


Sec. 403. (a)(1) During fiscal year 1986, 
the transfer of a defense article or defense 
service exceeding 81,000,000 In value by an 
intelligence agency to e recipient outside 
that agency shell be considered e significant 


3 It should be noted that the Department of State and the 
Department of Justice have both taken the position, long before 
the operation at issue In this memorandum, that anas may be 
transferred to foreign countries outside the context of the Arms 
Export Control Act. See Memorandum of Lav on Legal Authority for 
the Transfer of Arms incidental to Intelligence Collection, by 
David A. Robinson, Legal Adviser, Department of State; Latter 
from Wllllesi French Smith to william J. Casey (Oct. 5, 1981). 

4 For a detailed discussion of the President's constitutional 
powers and responsiblities, as they relate to the Iran operation, 
see our memorandum on section 901(b) of the National Security 
Act. 

* Codified as amended at 90 U.S.C. 402. 

* Codified as amended at 90 U.S.C. 403. 
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anticipated intelligence activity (or the 
purpoao of stetion 901 o( the National 
Security Act of 1947. 

(a) Paragraph (1) does not apply if— 

(A) tha tranaftr ia being made to a 

department, agency, or other entity of the 
United States (ao long aa there will not be a 
subsequent retranafar of the defence articles 
or defense services outside the United States 
Government in conjunction vlth an 
intelligence or intelligence-related 
activity)) or 

(S) the transfer— 

(i) is being Bade pursuant to 
authorities contained in part It of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 19S1, the Arms 
Export Control Act, title 10 of the United 
States Code (including a lav enacted pursuant 
to section 7307(b)(1) of that title), or the 
Federal Property and Administrative Services 
Act of 1949, and 

(li) is not being node in conjunction 
vlth an intelligence or intelligence-related 
activity. 

(3) An intelligence aqency aay not transfer 
any defanse article or defense services 
outside the agency in conjunction vlth any 
intelligence or intelligence-related activity 
for vhich funds vere denied by the Congress. 

(b) as used in this section— 

(1) tha tana 'intelligence agency* means 
any department, agency or other entity of the 
United States involved in intelligence or 
intelligence-related activities) 


This provision, vhich vas made a permanent part of the National 
Security Act (nev section 903) by the Intelligence Authorisation 
Act for Fiscal Year 1907, vas primarily intended to limit the 
executive's discretion to transfer arus in the course of 
intelligence-related activities, tts present significance, 
however, lies in its unambiguous recognition that the executive 
possesses such discretion apart from the Fo-eign Assistance Ac: 


X 


3 
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and the Arm* Export Control Act, 7 Assuming that tho iru i 

transferred to Iran vara aold to that country at a legally 
, Justified price, the language of sections 101 and 102 of tha 
* National Security Act is broad enough to encompass the kind of 
discretion vbose existence is manifestly implied In section 403 
o# the intelligence Authorisation Act. 9 it follove that the msc 
and/or the CIA had authority to arrange for the sale of arms to 
Iran as part of an intelligence or intelligence-related 
operation, subject to such other restrictions as Congress may 
hays imposed by lav. The remainder of this memorandum discusses 
tha applicability of such restrictions. 

7 Because subsection (a)(2) states that subsection (a)(1) does 
not apply to transfers made pursuant to authorities contained in 
the Foreign Assistance Act or the Arms Export Control Act, the 
clear implication is that the restriction in subsection (a)(1) 
applies to transfers made pursuant to some other authority. 

The same implication can be dravn from other congressional 
actions that have Imposed restrictions on covert arms.transfers 
without suggesting that such transfers vara subject to existing 
restrictions under the Foreign Assistance Act or the Arms Export 
Control Act. For example, a provision was enacted in 1974 * 

precluding funding for military assistance to Laos outside the 
confines of the Foreign Assistance Act and the Arms Export 
Control Act. See Pub. L. Mo. 93-SS9, sec. 12, EE Stat. 179E 
(1974) (repealed by Pub. L. No. 97-113, title VII, sec. 

734(a)(1), 99 Stat. 1SC0 (19E1)). 

9 Our point here is that the charters of the CIA and MSC appear 
to recognise that those entities may use their facilities to 
arrange an arms sale to Iran, whether these or other 
governmental agencies would be authorised to spend the sums of 
money necessary to procure and give arms to Iran is a distinct 
question, which need not be addressed at this time. 

Because ve have not seen the classified Schedule Of 
Authorisations referred to in section 102 of the intelligence 
Authorisation Act for Fiscal Year 19EE or the similar schedule 
referred to in the Ft 19S9 authorisation legislation, ve do not 
know whether anything In those schedules would affect the issues 
addressed in this memorandum. 

This memorandum does not address the legal questions that may 
arise from arms having been sold to Iran at prices higher than 
the prices at which they were made available to the CIA or MSC. 

9 whether the ultimate source of this discretion is the 
President's inherent constitutional authority in foraign affairs, 
or the cited statutes, or some other statute, is a question that 
need not be resolved. The crueiel point is that section 403 of 
the Intelligence Authorisation Act clearly recognises tty 
existence of the authority, whatever its source. {• 
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K. faction 801 of thn Hat tonal Saeuritw ^ 

* Under faction 403-of the Intelligence Authorisation Act fop 
fiscal Tear Xtlf (which hoc new been udi Mnuntnt «s new 
section 803 of.the National Security Act), an eras transfer by 
either the MK* a or the CIA eseeeding fi eixxion in value is 
subject to the congressional oversight provisions of Section SOL 
of the Natlonsl Security Act. * He have prepared a separate 
aeaorandua In which we concluded thet the requiresients of section 
SOI were satisfied as to the recent eras shlpaents to Iren, we 
will not repeat that discussion here. 


III. The. Huchea-ftyan Aaandaent 


The so-called Kughes~Ryan Aaendaent, section 443 of the 
foreign Assistance Act, (codified ea aaended at 33 U.S.C. 3433 


provides in its present forai 

The MdC clearly fells within the definition of an intelligence 

agency given *-“— ***'"““ — -- * 

Author!setioe 
the United Stat 
related activities.* 


iweriy vicnin cne oerinicton or an mtelllge 

in section 403(b)(1) of the Intelligence 
* Acti 'any departaent, agen cy er other entity of 
tatee Involved la Intelligence or intelligence- 


covert intelligence operations are subject to the 
congressional reporting requireeents of section SOI of the 
National Security Act, whether they are conducted by the CIA, 
1NSC, or sons other agency. Section SOKa), SO U.S.C. 413(a), 
Taposes reporting requireaents not only on the Oirector of 

Intelligence, but also on *the heads of all department 

tnd.attitf imUitt-fll tht unlifd7lt«8« inyfllm, in 

_,_ice activities* (anahaala addad), furthprmore, the 

reporting requireaents apply to *tU intelligence activities 
•which are the responsibility of, ere in engaged in by, or are 
carried out for or on behalf of, an y deoartaent. aaa ncv 1 t or 
entity of the United States . . . .* (eaphasis added). [This 
language is broad enough to encoapess the NKJ finally r^even if 
activities carried out by the NK could sosiehev escape the broad 
language of section 301(a), section JUU(b) contains unoualiftad 
lanouao a requ iring the Presid ent to * fu|jy l,f "™ -r, 8' 
IcongressionaTI iniellldence committees in a timely fashion of 
Illoertcit operations ih fflrlcn CflUHU les. uLhSi iKan ” 



inter 

actTT 1 _ __ 

HZ5E which prior notice was not given 

' --— fhiii nwrrga^Ficn 


nrrynri.H imu 


_ unaer subject 

^ecTtTSh~~ r~7~~r~7*^ l-l'huB. uniiEiCffe Huqhes-Ryan An 
'TaTieuma in Pert III of this aeaorandvei 


necessary intallioanct. 


ion 


of this 


III 

National Security Act applies to til ln< 
foreign countries, whether conducted by 
other governmental entity. 


yen Amendment 

r a novel), section SOI of the 
intelligence operations in 


the CIA, the NSC# or sons 

in 
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Me funds appropriated under the authority of 
tills'chapter or any other Act say be expended 
bf or on behalf of the Central Intellloanee 
A fen cy for operations In foreign countries, 
other than activities intended solely for 
obtaining necessar y Intell igence, unless and 
until the Presiden tv£lj)d£)that each such 
operation Is important to the national 
security of the United States. Sach such 
operation shall be considered a significant 
anticipated intelligence activity for the 
purpose of section 413 of title 90 (i.e. 
section SOI of the National Security Act). 


The original version of this provision, Pub. L. No. 93-999, sec. 
33, SS Stat. 1S04 (1974), contained Identical language 
pertaining to the President’s national security finding and also 
reculred him to *report(], in a timely fashion, a description v 
and scope of such operation to the appropriate committees of the 
Congress . . . ." tn 1900, the reporting requirement was 
replaced vith the current reference to section SOI of the 
National Security Act. 


The current version of Kughes-Ryan, which recognises the 
President's authority to conduct covert operations abroad, 4 
applies by its terms only to activities involving the CIA and 
requires only that the President make the requisite finding 
before funds are expended on the operation. Thus, any transfer 
of ansa to Iran in which the CIA was not involved (for example, 
an operation conducted by NSC staff members without the aid of 
the CIA) is exempt from Hughes-Ryan. Thus, baaed on what we know 
at this time, it appears that no presidential fi nding wax 
recuired under Hughes-Ryan with respect to the September 19S9 
arsatrartifhr tfl IflR. -. - 


Further, the President's written finding of January 17, 1986 
sufficed to satisfy Kughes-Ryan as to CIA-assisted transfers that 
occurred after that date. Because the Iran project appears to 
have been « single, ongoing operation and because the January 17 , 


** The statutory language requiring a presidential finding was 
not amended, and the legislative history indicates that no change 
in this requirement was intended. See S. Rep. No. 730, 96th 
Cong., 3d Seas. 9 (I960), reprinted in 1980 U.S. Code Cong, t 
Admin. News 4193, 419S. 



. 120 Cong. Rec. 
rey and Hughes). 
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> 19M finding was draftsd broadly enough to cover multiple arms 
* ah Iolanta in the couraa of that ongoing operation, ve do not 
bolleve that aaparata prasidantial findings vara required for 
apch of tha shipments that took plaea aftar that data. 

Thus, tha aain issua undar Hughes-Ryan eonearns tha Movember 
ISIS arms shipaant. Robert McFarlana, fomarly Assistant to tha 
President for National Security Affairs, has publicly tastifiad 
that shipments prior to January 17, 19M vara carried.out 
pursuant to an oral authorisation froai tha President. 1 * And it 
appears that CIA rasoureas vara used to facilitate tha November 
shipment. Tha question, than, is vhathar tha President's oral 
authorisation of ants trsnsfars to Iran could hava implied or 
constituted a Hughes-Ryan 'finding* that vould allov tha CIA to 
participate or aid in tha transfer. 

On its face, Hughes-Ryan requires only that tha President 
find aach CIA foreign oparation 'important to tha national 
security of tha United States* before such oparation is 
undertaken. Tha Hughes-Ryan Amendment contains no requirement 
that this finding be reduced to vritlng or indeed that It 
articulated in so many words. Ha believe that tha main 
of tha prasidantial finding requirement is to ensure that 


purport 

the 


14 Because there is soma reason to believe that Mr. HcParlane's 
■recollection was not wholly accurate, this Office is preparing a 
separate analysis of tha legal issues that would arise from the 
absence of an oral authorisation by.tha President for the 
September and/or November shipments^ 

15 Thera may have bean pra-aslsting vrittan 'omnibus* Hughes-Ryan 
findings that vould covar whatever tasks tha CIA performed in 
connection with tha November shipment. Purthsr research into the 
asset nature of tha CIA's participation and into tha existence of 
such findings will be needed in order to resolve this issua. 


Although tha facts are not clear at this time, it appears 
possible that tha only significant CIA involvement in tha 
November shipment. vas through tha use of one its proprietaries. 

If tha proprietary vas paid for its services with non-CIA funds, 
than CIA appropriations may not hava bean used at all. If that 
is true, Hughes-Ryan vould not be applicable to the November 
shipment. Alternatively, tha CIA's involvement in the November 
shipment may have been so peripheral that it should be treated in 
terms of a da minimis exception to Hughes-Ryan; such an analysis 
.yould require further research. 

1 9 9 

There irt other statutory provisions requiring that tendings 
or determinations by ssscutlvs branch officials be committed to 
writing. See e.a. , 20 UeS«C« 2130(c)(3). # 
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President himself 17 decides, before aaeh operation, whether the'5 . 
national security justifies lta being carrtad out. Such a 
decision, which can be Ulerred from an oral authorisation, 
satisfies this'purpoae.fand an oral authorisation therefore 
■atiaflaa tha HughewRytarTindlng requirement. Jy 


So far aa we know, 
tha President's finding 
written fora ia found I 
ACtI 41 


tha only legal provision suggesting that 
under Xughes-Ayan night have to ba in 
n sactlon 494 of tha foreign Assistance 


(a) Report to Congress 

In any case in which tha President is 
required to aaka a report to tha Congress, or 
to any coaaittaa or officer of either House 
of Congress, concerning any finding or 
determination under any provlalon of this 
chapter . . . that finding or dataralnation 
shall ba reduced to writing and aignad by tha 
President. 


17 Tha President could, presumably, delegate this function to any 
executive branch official who had been confirmed by the Senate. 

3 U.S.C. 301. Such a delegation would have to be published in 
the rederal Register, which would give Congress the opportunity 
to object or enact new legislation if it were felt that such 
delegation was Inadvisable. 

19 The legislative history of the Hughes-Rysn Amendment, which 
focuses mostly on the reporting requirement and congressional 
oversight generally, contains little discussion of the 
presidential finding requirement itself.. On the floor of the 
Senate, Senator Humphrey mentioned in passing that national 
security 'would be the only reason we would want to have covert 
operations ...” The bill's sponsor, Senator Hughes, 
interrupted to remark, *1 hope that is the only reason.* 130 
Cong. Ree. 33,419 (1974). we interpret this exehanpe to confirm 
our conclusion that the requisite finding could be Inferred from 
the President's having personally authorised a particular 
operation. We know or nothing in the legislative history of 
Hughes-Ryan suggesting that Congress meant to disallow oral or 
implied bindings* by the President. Indeed, Senator Hughes 
stated on the floor of the Senate that even the congressional 
report itself, which was regarded as the more important 
requirement of tha Amendment, could be delivered orally by a 
presidential aids. 130 Cong. Rec. 33,490 (1974) (colloquy 
between fen. Hughes and Sen. ftennis). , t 

19 Codified at 33 U.S.C. 3414. V* 
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(b) Action prohibition prior to execution of 
report 

Mi xction shall be taken pursuant to any 
such finding or detenslnatlon [prior to the 
dote on which that finding or deteralnatlon] 
has bean reduced to writing and signed by the 
President. 

(c) Publication in Pederal Register 

Bach such finding or detenslnatlon shall 
be published In the federal Register as soon 
as practicable after it has been reduced to 
writing and signed by the President. In any 
case in which the President concludes that 
such publication would be haraful to the 
national security of the United States, only 
a statement that a determination or finding 
has been made by the President, including the 
name and section of the Act under which it 
was made, shall be published. 

(d) Information accessible to Congress prior 
to transmission of report 

No committee or officer of either House of 
Congress shall be denied any requested 
information relating to any finding or 
determination which the Prssldant is required 
to report to the Congress, or to any 
committee or officer of either House of 
Congress, under any provision of this 
chapter, the foreign Military Bales Act (22 
U.S.C. 2791 et seq.], or the foreign 
Assistance and Related Programs Appropriation 
Act for each fiscal year, even though such 
report has not yet been transmitted to the 
appropriate committee or officer of either 
House of Congress. 


Because Kughes-Ryen and this provision are both in chapter 32 of 
title 22, the President would be required to reduce the required 
finding to writing before each covert operation if he were 
required to make a report concerning that finding to Congress or 
to any congressional committee or officer. Kughes-Ryan, 
however, has never required the President to make any such 
report concerning his findings! (1) in its present version, 
Kughes-Ryan requires compliance with section 901 of the National 
Security Aqt, which demands certain reports about intelligence 

* r. 
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activities* 30 end ‘intelligence operations' 33 but requires no V 
reports About prosldontlol findings) 4 (2) as originally 
enacted, Hughes-Ryan required the President to report ‘a 
descriptlon^and scope* of the operation to certain congressional 
committee*) 4 * (3) as originally Introduced by Senator Hughes, 
thip Jfughes-Ryan Amendment would have required that the President 
provide Congress vlth both a report of his finding and,a 
description of the nature and scope of each operation) 2 * the 
first of these requirestents would have made the requirements of 
section (34 applicable, but this requirement was dropped from 
the final version of the bill) thus. Congress deliberately 
rejected the language that might have brought section 634 into 
play and substituted language that made section (34 


30 SO U.S.C. 413(a)(1) (requiring that executive branch officials 
keep certain congressional committees ‘fully and currently 
informed of all intelligence activities* within their » 

jurisdiction). 

33 SO U.S.C. 413(b) (requiring that the President ‘fully inform 
the [congressional] intelligence committees in a timely fashion 
of intelligence operations In foreign countries . . . for which 
prior notice was not given under subsection (a) of this 
section .*). 

33 Section 301(a)(3), 30 U.S.C. 413(a)(2), might require certain 
executive branch officials to provide information about 
presidential findings, if the information is in their ‘possession 
custody, or control,* to a congressional intelligence committee 
upon that committee's request, but it does not require that the 
President himself make any such report. Section (34 applies only 
to findings as to which the President himself is required to 
report to Congress. 

33 As originally enacted, Kughes-ftyan forbade the CIA to spend 
appropriated funds for covert foreign operations unless and until 
the President had made the requisite national security finding 
and had ‘reportted], in a timely fashion, a description and scope 
of such operation to the appropriate committees of the 
Congress . . . .*. 

34 See 120 Cong. Pec. 33,490 (1974), reproducing Senator Hughes’ 

proposed amendment, which would have permitted the President to 
authorise covert operations ‘if, but not before, he (1) finds 
that such operation is vital to the defense of the United States, 
and (2) transmits an appropriate report of his finding, together 
with an appropriate description of the nature and seope&df such 
operation* to certain congressional committees. *♦, 
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a • t 

inapplicable . We therefor* conclude that aeetlon <9i c by its 
own terse does not apply to the Kughes-Ryan Amendmant.• 

^ • 

This conclusion la reinforced by the structure of the 
Foreign Assistance Act and long-standing practice, this Act 
deals primarily with gxttt foreign aid. including military 
assistance. To subject covert operations, including covert arm* 
transfers, to the requirements of section 894(e), which requires 
publication in the Federal Register, would not make ouch sans*, 
especially now that the National Security Act contains an 
elaborate aechanis* by which Congress is kept informed of covert 


39 The language ultimately adopted by Congress was taken from the 
House of Representatives' version of the proposed amendment. Saw 
120 Cong. Roe. 19,139 (1974); H.R. Conf. Rep. No. 1410, 93d \ 

Cong., 2d Sess. (1974), reprinted in 1974 U.S. Code Cong, t 
Admin. News <734, <744-</ii, 

39 This analysis does not lesve section <94 without any 
applications. Chapter 32 of title 22 contains numerous 
provisions requiring both a presidential finding or determination 
and a report to Congress concerning such finding or 
determination. See, e.o. . 22 U.S.C. 2344(a); 2370(f); 2371(b); 
2414a(b); 2428b(b); 2479(b)(1); 2429a(b)(2)(A). Furthermore, 
chapter 32 also contains numerous provisions requiring 
presidential findings or determinations without also requiring a 
congressional report. See, e.o. . 22 U.S.C. 2179(a); 2183(a); 
2199(b); 2314(b); 2397(a); 23<oTa); 2370(a); 2779. Thus, there 
is a meaningful distinction, reflected in the language of section 
<94, between findings concerning which the Fresldent must report 
to Congress and findings concerning which no such report la 
required. 

It should bo noted that tho legislative history of section 694 
suggests that it was enacted in response to incidents in which 
(1) the Nison Administration provided military aid to Cambodia 
and obtained the presidential determination required by the 
Foreign Assistance Act after the fact; and (2) Fresldent Nixon 
orally determined to authorise military aid to Ceylon, but did 
not put the determination in writing or Inform Congress until 
some weeks later. 8. Rep. No. 431, 93 * Cong., 3st Sess. (19U), 
reprinted In 1972 U.S. Cod* Cong. 4 Admin. New* 1883, 1899-1894. 
The legislative history of section <94 cannot properly be usad to 
draw Inferences about the subsequently enacted Hughea-RM/j 
Amendment, especially If those Inferences would be contrary to 
the language and legislative history of Hughes-Ryan itself. 
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operation*.* w* art informed by th* General Counsel of the CU' 
that preaidant 1*1 finding* made pursuant to Rughes-Ryan have 
n*v*r bean published in the federal Register, and that Congress 
has never objected to this practice. This confirms our 
conclusion, based on the language and legislative history of the 
statutory provisions at issue, that section (14 does not apply to 
presidential findings under Hughes-Ryan. " 

Our conclusion, that Hughes-Ryan findings may take th* fora 
of an oral authorisation for a particular operation, agrees with 
previous opinions by Attorney General 1*11,” by this.offlet, 0 
and by the t*g*l Adviser at th* Department of State. 1 


37 Th* anomalous nature of publishing notice of covert operations 
in th* federal Register is reduced, but not completely 
eliminated, by the follovlng provision in section (S4(e)i *in 
any case in which the President concludes that such publication» 
vould be harmful to the national security of the United States, ■ 
only a statement that a determination or finding has been made by 
th* President, including th* name and section of th* Act under 
which* it was made, shall be published.* 22 U.S.C. 2414(c). Some 
covert operations could well be so sensitive that th* mere 
publication of the section of th* act under which a presidential 
finding was made could in some circumstances serve to alert a 
foreign intelligence agancy to the possible esistenc* of th* 
operation. 

39 This conclusion is further strengthened by th* nature of 
section (S4(d), which requires the esecutlv* branch to respond to 
Inquiries about presidential findings before the report 
concerning them has been transmitted to Congress. Such a 
provision would ask* no sens* as applied to th* edvert operation 
findings required by Mughes-Rysn. 

39 In a classified memorandum of Oct. 20, 1977, for th* Assistant 
to th* President for Rational Security Affairs, which dealt with 
a particular proposed covert operation. Attorney General Sell 
opined that the President's decision that th* operation was 
important to th* national security constituted the finding 
required by Hughes-Ryan "notwithstanding the fact that his 
finding has not been reduced to writing.* 

39 OLC Memorandum for the Attorney General, Oct. 29, 1977, on 
Requirements of the Kughes-Ryan Amendment, 22 U.S.C. 2422, at 6 4 
n.f. 

, * 

31 Memorandum of Dec. 11, 19SS, to the Milt* Mouse Counfegl at al. 
on validity of Oral Instruction to initiate Covert Action; 
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XV.- other Ltflli Objections ta the Shipments ( - 

A ntater of otbor legal provisions havo boon mentioned as 
. possibly raising problems about the arms tronsfors to Iran. Mono 
>• of than rsisos sorlous questions, and they varrant only a brief 
discussion. 


A. Omnibus Diplomatic Saeurlty and Antitorrorlam Act of 1988. 

faction 909 of tho Omnibus Diplomatic Security and 
Antitorrorlam Act of 19SC, Dub. L. Mo. 99-199, 100 Stat. 893, 87a 
(1980, vhich bacamo effective August 27, 1988, amended the Arms 
■sport Control Act by adding a nev section providing! 


(a) Prohibition .—Except as provided in 
subsection (b), items on the United States 
Munitions List may not be esported to any 
country vhich the Secretary of State has 
determined, for purposes of section 
6(j)(l)(a) of the Export Administration Act 
of 1979 (90. U.S.C. App. 2«09<j)(1)(A)), has 
repeatedly provided support for acts of 
International terrorism. 

(b) waiver .--The President may vaive the 
prohibition contained in subsection (a) in 
the case of a particular export if the 
President determines that the export Is 
important to the national interests of the 
United States end submits to the Congress a 
report justifying that determination and 
describing the proposed export. Any such 
waiver shall expire at the end of 90 days 
after it is granted unless the Congress 
enacts a lav extending the valves’. 


the Secretory of State has identified Iran as a country that has 
repeatedly,B?ovlded support for acts of international 
terrorism, 1 

The same reasons that require treating the covart arms 
shipments to Iran as outside the ambit of the Arms Export Control 
Act also require that this nev amendment to the same Act be 
treated as inapplicable to covert arms shipments. The President 


3a 49 red. Keg. 2838 (1984). 
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in 


h U independent authority, recognised in the national Security , 
Act. for transferring araj in the course of covert Intelligence* 
related operational tha congressional notification requirement 
the above 1 quoted provision la at odds vlth the congressional 
oversight process established in section SOI of the National 
Security Act; and the sparse legislative history of this nev 
provision fives no indication of an intent to override section 
SOI. we therefore conclude that this nev provision was not 
violated by the covert shipment of arms to Iran. 


S. Saport Administration Act of 1979. 

Section <(j> of the Export Administration Act of 1979, SO 
(J.S.C. App. 24091j), limits the issuing of licenses for the 
exoort of goods or technology to countries that the Secretary of 
State has Identified as having repeatedly provided support for 
acts of international terrorism. This statute does not apply to 
items on the United States Munitions List, vhlch are covered 
Instead by the Arms Export Control Act. Nor does the statute 
apply to shipments by the United States government, for vhlch no 
■license* is required. The Export Administration Act is j 

therefore inapplicable to the Iran project. 


C. Executive Order 12333 

It has been suggested that the Iran project in some way 
violated the provisions of E.O. 12333, which is the executive 
order dealing vlth the structure and conduct of the nations 
Intelligence effort. E.O. 12333, however, like all executive 
orders Is a set of Instructions from the President to his 
subordinates in the executive branch. Activities authorised by 
the President cannot "violate* an executive order in any legally 
meaningful sense, especially in a case where no private rights 
art involvtdp because his authorisation creates a valid 
modification of, or exception to, the executive order. 


V. Three-way Transactions Involving Israel 


Robert KcParlane, formerly Assistant to the President for 
National Security Affairs, in the public b«mtimony previously 
mmnt loned has said that tha arws tranafora that took place 
before January 17, 1996 vara accomplished by Inducing Israel to 
ship weapons, which she had obtained from the United; h t 
Iran on tha understanding that our government would replenish 
Israeli a too hat wo also gather that the coanitment to resupply 
If!! AsYlWlMtter, we believe that such a 

transaction is equivalent to one in which the united se s 

the weapons directly to Iran. * 
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Aa.ualng that tha waapona shlppad to Iran vara originally 
auppliad to'Iaraal undar tha foraign Aaalatanea Act or tha Ana , • 
Export Control Act, laraal would hava baan forblddan to ... i 

ratranafar tha* to Iran without tha conaant of tha Praaidant. * 
Thaaa atatutao paralt tha Praaidant to conaant to ratranafara, 
but thay alao raqulra hla to coanly with a nuabar of foraalitiaa. 

• (1) Undar tha Araa Export Control Act, tha Praaidant auat not 
' conaant to a ratranafar "unla«a tha Unltad Stataa Itaalf would 
tranafar tha dafanaa article undar conaldaration to that 
country,* (2) Purtharaora, ratranafar of Munition. Lift itana 
la not paralttad undar thia Act unlaaa *tha propoaad raeipiant 
foraign country f 1.a. Iran] prowldaa a eoaaitaant in writing to 
tha Unltad Stataa Oov.rnaant that it will not tranafar auch 
dafanaa artlclaa ... to any othar foraign country or.paraon 
without flrat obtaining tha conaant of tha Praaidant.* ’ (3) 

Finally, tha Praaidant auat 'proaptly aubait a raport to tha 
Spaakar of Kouaa of Rapraaantativaa and to tha Coaalttaa on 
foraign Halations of tna.Sanats on tha laplaaantatlon of aach 
(ratranafar] agraaaant.* 4 So far aa va know, tha aecond and 
third of thaaa raquiraaanta wara not compltad with. 

Tha Praaidant alao haa spoclal atatutory authority to 
authorixa ailltary aaalatanea and araa axport aalaa, but tha 


33 22 U.S.C. 2314(a); 2793(a)(2). 

34 22 U.S.C. 2793(a). Tha foraign Aaalatanea Act contalna a 

similar provision. 22 U.S.C. 2314(f). This ltngutga tpptars to 
allow presidentfal approval if tha Unltad Stataa would itaalf 
tranafar tha dafanaa articla undar soaia authority othar than tha 
Arma Export Control Act ( t.o. , aa part of a covart oparation 
undartakan pursuant to tha national Saeurity Act). If thia 
intarpratation is correct, tha requirement would hava btan 
aatiafiad aa to tha Iranian projact. As wa point out in tha 
text, however, thara appaar to be othar formalities that vara not 
aatiafiad. # 

35 22 U.S.C. 2753(a). Tha foreign Aasistanca Act contains a 
similar provision. 22 U.S.C. 2314(a). 

3 * 22 U.S.C. 2753(a). Tha foraign Aaalatanea Act doaa not 
contain a similar provision. 

It should alao ba notad that tha Arms Export Control Act imposes 
additional congraaaionai notification requirements for 
retransfers of “major defense equipment* valued at $14 million or 
more and for othar ratranafara valued at $50 million or more. 22 
U.S.C. 2753 (d). "Major dafanaa equipment* is defined as "any 
item of significant military equipment on tha United States 
Munitions List hsving a nonrecurring research and development 
cost of more than $50,000,000 or a total production cost of more 
than $200,000,000.* 22 U.S.C. 2754(4). , ; 
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.x.relt. of -this authority la contlng.ax upon prior consultations ' 
with cartaln congressional cosalttsss, which again doss not V ‘ 

tits to boro bssn dons. 

• \ 

\ > AseimUnf that the formalities and congressional notification 
requirement* discussed in the previous paragraph vers not 
complied with, the arrangement vith Israel cannot be regarded as 
a retransfer specifically authorised by the foreign Assistance 
Act or the Arms Ixport Control Act. We do not believe, however, 
that these statutes are the only authorities that could justify 
the transaction. Hor do ve believe that the three-way 
transactions involving Israel and Iran are properly analysed 
under these statutes. 

In evaluating the legal significance of the shipment to Iran 
of weapons from Israeli stocks, one must focus on the nature of 
the three-vay transaction as a whole. According to Mr. 

Mcferlane's testimony, the transaction was designed to expedite 
the arrival in Iran of arms that could lawfully have been 
supplied directly from American stocks; further, Israel 
participated in the transaction as an accommodation to the 
American government, and did not Itself gain or lose any weapons 
as a result. Seen in this light, it is apparent that the real 1 
nature of the transaction was a bilateral sale between the United 
States and Iran, vith Israel serving solely A as a conduit or 
facilitator in the execution of that sale. * 

we see no reason to treat the legality of Israel's 
participation differently than we would treat the participation 
of any other party that served as a conduit in a lawful covert 
operation. Had the United States consigned weapons from American 
stocks to Israel for shipment to Iran, Israel's role would have 
been exactly equivalent to the role that common carriers or 
public warehouses play in overt transactions. Because, so far as 
we know, the weapons that Israel shipped to Iran and received 
from the United States were completely fungible, a similar 
equivalence is present here. Just as an illegal sale of arms to 
Iran could not be made legal by using Israel as a conduit, so too 
a legal transaction could not become illegal by Israel being used 


22 U.S.C. 2364. 

This memorandum does not deal vith the financing of the 
transaction, the details of which are apparently not yet clear. 

If Israel retained some of the funds that the Iranians paid for 
the weapons, the analysis might change, depending on whether the 
retained funds were viewed as a fee In the nature of a brokers 1 
commission or as profit on a resale, without now deciding how 
the analysis would differ, ve can note that retention of some 
funds by Israel would make it less obviously appropriate to treat 
the whole transaction as essentially a bilateral sale of U.S. 
weapons to Iran. U 
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In the same-way, 3 * 

% 

Several features of tho relevant statutes aupport this 
analysis. flrit, the statutaa restricting ratranafara of 
American-supplied vaapona clearly contemplate altuatlona In which 
£{10 transferring country, not tho Units* ttataa Itself, la tha 
source of tho roquoot to oako tho tranafar. Tho Anas Export 
Control Act, for example, requires tho raeipiant of Aaarlcan arms 
(in this eaao, Israel) to agree not to tranafar tho arma to a a 
third country ( o.a. . Iran) without tho Praaidant'a approval, 
and than goes on to spacify cartaln factors that tha Prasidant 
mat look to *(i]n considering a request for approval of any 
tranafar . . . Claarly, tha atatuta la not aimed at 
situations in which tha Prasidant la considarlng requests frow 
hlaaalf for hla own approval. Tho Poralgn Assistance Act 
eontalns.slmllar provisions, to which tha sasto analysis 
applies. 

Tho Arms Export Control Act also aakas an axpraas 
diatinctio' between arms sxports by privata parties in tho United 
States (wh*ch ordinarily require an export license) and exports 
by such privata parties *by or for an agency of tho United States 
Government . . . (B) for carrying out any foreign assistance or 1 
aalaa program authorised by law and subject to tho control of tha- 
Presldent.by other means" (which do not require an export 
licanso). 2 Analogously, a distinction should bo made between 
Israel's transferring Amorican-supplled arms for her own benefit 
(which would bo subject to tho retransfer requirements of tha 
Poralgn Assistance Act or tha Arms Export Control Aet) and such 
transfers "by or tor an agency of tho United States Government" 
(which ware not contomplstad by tha retransfer provisions of 
those statutes). That Israel's shipments of arms to Iran ware 
"by or for an agency of tho United States Government" la elver 
from (1) tho fact that tho Israeli shipments ware made at tne 
request of American authorities, and (2) tho fact that Israel wee 
promised and given identical replacements for tho arms that she 
shipped to Iran. • 


2® gg (if || vo know, there is no legal bar to the use of Israeli 
help in Aawrican Intelligence operations. 

40 22 U.S.C. 2753(a). 


41 See 22 U.S.C. 2314(a)(1)(B); 2314(e). 

42 22 U.S.C. 277E (b)(2). Koto that this provision appears to 
assume that there may to arms sales programs carried out pursuant 
to legal authorities other than tho Arma Export Control*Act. 

* * 


BEST AVAILABLE COPY 



1545 


Conclusion 

* For the foregoing reasons, ve conclude that a covert 
Intelligence or intelligence-related operation, authorised by the 
President sad conducted by ■embers of the NSC staff and/or the 
CIA, could lawfully have included the sale of eras to Iran. Such 
an operation would have been carried out pursuant to presidential 
powers recognised in sections 101 and 102 of the Motional 
Security Act. An oral authorisation by the President would have 
sufficed to allow CIA participation under the Hughes Ryan 
Amendment. The use of Israel's Anarlcan-auppllea weapons, under 
an arrangement by which Israeli stocks were later replenished, 
appears not to have violated the conditions under which American 
weapons are supplied to Israel. 

Charles J. CoopIr vj 

Assistant Attorney General 
Office of Legal Counsel 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 


Rot Tho President's Compliance 
Requirement of Sect 
WttlGnEl 


■yUtLthE "TlplY KOtUUlti?"’ 
ICtlOO 501(b) of tho 
Security Act 


This memorandum responds to your roquost that this offlco 
review tho legality of tho President's doelslon to poatpono 
notifying Congroaa of a rocont aorios of actions that ho took 
with roapoct to Iran. As wo undoratand tho facta, tho President 
has, for tho past sovorai months, boon pursuing a multifacottd 
socrot diplomatic offort aimod at bringing about bottor relations 
botvoon tho United States and Iran (partly because of tho general 
•tratoglc importance of that countr y and partly t o help end the 
Iran-Iraq war on terms favorable to Our interests in tho region); 
at obtaining intelligence about political conditions within Iran; 
and at encouraging Iranian stops that might facilitate tho 
release of American hostages being held in Lebanon. It is our 
understanding that the President, in an effort to echieve these 
goals, instructed his staff to make seeret conteets with elements 
of the Iranian government who favored closer relations vlth the 
United States^ that limited quantities of defensive arms were 
provided to Irani that these arms shipments were Intended to 
increase the political Influence of the Iranian elements who 
shared our interest in closer relations between the two countries 
and to demonstrate our good faith; and that there was hope that 
the limited arms shipments would encourage the Iranians to 
provide our government with useful intelligence about Iran and to 
(assist our efforts to free the Americans being held captive in 
Lebanon 

On these facts, we conclude that the President was within 
his authority in maintaining the secrecy of this sensitive 
diplomatic Initiative from Congress until such time as he 
believed that disclosure to Congress would not interfere with the 

success of the operation.^, ---- 

____ ——* 

As we indicated in our memorandum of November 14, 1986, 
section 501 of the National Security Act permits the President to 
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withhold prior notification of-covort operations fro* Congress, 
subject to the requirements that he inform congressional 
coaoalttaes Of the operations *in a timely fashion,” and that he 
givg_SLstatement of reasons for not having provided prior notice.: 
. weqjojeJ conclude that the vague phrase "in a timely fashion” 
should be construed td isavi the President wided iscretion~eo 

enpoae a reasonable moment tor notifying Congresi.—Tim- 

discretion, which is rooted at least as firmly in the President's 
constitutional authority and duties as in the terms of any 
statute, must be especially broad in the case of a delicate and 
ongoing operation whose chancos for succeas could be diminished 
as much by disclosure while it was being conducted as by 
disclosure prior to its being undertaken. Thus, the statutory 
allowance for withholding prior notification supports an 
interpretation of the 'timely fashion* language, consistent with 
the President's constitutional independence and authority in the 
field of foreign relations, to withhold information about a 
secret diplomatic undertaking until such a project has progressed 
to a point where its disclosure will not threaten its success. 


I. 


The Presldent's_Inhtcant.Constitutional P 
wide , Mnqe.af unilateral Covert Actions i 
foreign Affairs 


overs Aut horise a 
n the fiel d of 


A. The President Possesses Inherent and Plenary 

Constitutional Authority in the field of International 
Relations 


■The executive Power shall be vested in a President of the 
United States of America.” U.S. Const, art. II, sac. 1. This is 
the principal textual source for the President's vide and 


1 The vagueness of the phrase *tn a timely fashion,” together 
with the relatively amorphous nature of the President's inherent 
authority in the field of foreign relations, necessarily leaves 
room for some dispute about the strength of the President's legal 
position in withholding information about the Iranian project 
from Congress over a period of several months. The remainder of 
this memorandum outlines the legal support for the President's 
position, and does not attempt to provide a comprehensive 
analysis of all the arguments and authorities on both sides of 
the question. This.caveat, which does not alter the conclusion 
stated in the accompanying text, reflects the urgent time 
pressures under which this memorandum was prepared. , 
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Inherent discretion to set for-the nation in foreign affairs. 2 ■■ 
The clause has long been held to confer on the President plenary' 

, authority to represent the United States and to pursue its 
interests outside the borders of the country, subject only to 
Itmits specifically set forth in the Constitution itself and to 
such statutory limitations as the Constitution permits Congress 
to impose by exercising one of its enumerated powers. The 
President's executive oarer includes, st s minimum, all the 
discretion traditionally available to any sovereign in its 
external relations, exeept Insofar as the Constitution places 
that discretion in another branch of the government. 

Before the Constitution was ratified, Alexander Hamilton 
explained in The federalin t why the President's executive power 
would include the conduct of foreign policyi "The essence of the 
legislative authority is to enact laws, or, in other words to 
prescribe rules for the regulation of the society; while the 
execution of the laws and the employment of the common strength, 
either for this purpose or for the coamon defense, seem to 
comprise all the functions of the executive magistrate."'’ This 
fundamental distinction between "prescribing rules for the 
regulation of the society* and "employing the common strength for 
the common defense" explains why the Constitution gave to 
Congress only those powers in the area of foreign affairs that 
directly involve the exercise of legal authority over American 


2 The Constitution also makes the President Commander in Chief of 
the armed forces (Art. II, sec. 2); gives him power to make 
treaties and appoint ambassadors, subject to the advice and 
consent of the Senate (Art. II, sec. 2), and to receive 
ambassadors and other public ministers (Art. It, sec. 3); the 
Constitution also requires that the President "take Care that the 
Laws be faithfully executed" (Art. It, sec. 3). These specific 
grants of authority supplement, and to some extent clarify, the 
discretion given to the President by the Executive Power Clause. 


3 The federalist Ho. 75. at 450 (A. Hamilton) (C. Rosslter ed. 
19*U. This nXber of the The federalist was devoted primarily 
to explaining why the power of making treaties is partly 
legislative and partly executive in nature, so that it made sense 
to require the cooperation of the President and the Senqqe in 
that special case. ! 
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4 •' • 

citizens. 41 to other wtt«n In which the nation acts aa a 
sovereign entity in ralatlon to outsiders, tha Conatltutlon 
delegates tha necessary authority to tha President in tha (ora of 




4 Congrasa’s povar "(t]o daelara War, grant (.attars of Marqua and 
Reprisal, and maka hulas concarning Captures on Land and water," 
art. 1 , see. 9, el. 11, lika tha povar *(t]o dafina and punish 
Piracias and Felonies committed on the high Sees« and Offences 
aeainst tha Lav of Nations,* art. I, sac. 9, el 10, and tha power 
"[tjo regulate Co—area with foreign Nations,* art. t, see. 8 , 
cl. 3, reflects tha faet that tha United States is, because of 
its geographical position, neeassarily a nation in which a 
significant number of eitisens will angage in International 
comarea. A declaration of war i—ediately alters the legal 
climate for Americans engaged in foreign trade and is therefore 
properly treated as a legislative act necessarily binding on an 
important section of the private citisenry. Similarly, 

Congress'a broad power over the establishment and maintenance of 
the armed forces, art. I, see. 9, els. 12-18, reflects their 
obviously important domestic effects. In accord with Hamilton's 
distinction, however, the actual comand of the armed forces is 
given to the President in hla role as Commander in Chief. 
Treaties (in whose making the Senatm participates under art. II, 
see. 2 ) have binding legal effect within our borders, ai£ are 
most notable for the significantly small role that Congress 
plays. 
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the "executive Power." S ; 

The preemptively exclusive authorley of the President in 
* forel«n affairs was asserted at the outset by George Washington 
and acknowledged by the Pirst Congress. Without consulting 
Congress. President Washington determined that the United States 
would remain impartial in the war between Prance and Great 


9 As one would expect in a situation dealing with Implied 
constitutional powers, argument and authority can be mustered for 
the proposition that Congress was intended to have a significant 
share of the foreign policy powers not specifically delegated by 
the Constitution. Perhaps the most oft-elted authority for this 
position is James Madison's "Helvldlus Letters" (reprinted in 
in S. Corvin, The President's Control of foreign halations 
16-27 (1917)), where he cautioned against construing the 
President's executive power so broadly as to reduce Congress's 
power to declare war to a mere formality. Madison's argument was 
directed principally at countering some overstatements made by 
Alexander Hamilton In his "Paciflcus Letters" (reprinted in part 
in B. Corwin, supra , at 8-19)> Madison's argument«is not properly 
interpreted to imply that Congreas has as great a role to play in 
setting policy in foreign affairs as in domestic matters. Even 
Jefferson, who was generally disinclined to acknowledge implied 
powers in the federal government or in the President, wrote: ’The 
transaction of business with foreign nations is executive 
altogether! it belongs, then, to the head of that department, 
except as to such portions of it as are specially submitted to 
the senate. Bxceptlons are to be construed strictly. ..." S 
Writings of Thomas Jefferson 161 (Port) ed. 1895). While we agree 
that Congress has some powers to curb a President who 
persistently pursued a foreign policy that Congress felt was 
seriously undermining the national interest, (specially in cases 
where Congress's constitutional authority to declare war was 
implicated, well-settled historical practice and legal precedents 
have confirmed the President's dominant rcle .n formulating, as 
well as in carrying out, the nation's foreign policy. * *, 
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Britain.* Similarly, tha First Congrass Itself acknowledged tha 
' breadth of .tha executive power in foraign affairs whan it 
established what la now tha Department of State. In eraating 
-tM« asaeutiva department, Congraaa dlraetad tha department's 
haad (i.a. tha parson now eallad tha Secretary of Stata) to carry 
out eartain spaciflc tasks whan antrustsd to him by tha 
Prasidant, as wall as ‘such othar mattars raspacting foraign 
affairs, as tha Prasidant of tha Unltad Statas shall assign to 
tha said department. Just as tha first Prasidant and tha first 
Congrass rscognisad that tha asaeutiva function contained all tha 
residual povar to conduct foraign policy that was not otherwise 
delegated by tha Constitution, subsequent historical practice has 
generally confirmed tha President's primacy in formulating and 


* Proclamation of tha President, April 22, 1793, reprinted in 1 
Massages and Pacers of the Presidents 156-157 (J. Richardson ad. 
1896). Prasidant Washington also warned that his Administration 


Washington 

would pursue criminal prosecutions for violations of his 
neutrality proclamation. Although such prosecutions ware upheld 
at tha time, a rule that would prohibit such prosecutions was 
recognised by tha Supreme Court relatively soon thereafter. 
Compare HtntltM 7 !, CMf> 11 J. Caa. 1099, 1102 (C.C.D. Pa. 1793) 
(No. 6,360) (Jay, C.J.), with United Statas v. Hudson t Ooodvln . 
11 U.S. (7 Cranch) 32 (1812)• It is worth emphasising that 
Presidents have sometimes encountered constitutional obstacles 
whan attempting to pursue foreign policy goals through actions in 
tha domestic arena, but have rarely bean interfered with in 
taking diplomatic steps, or even military actions short of war, 
outside our borders. The present significance of President 
Washington's proclamation nas lass to do with tha particular 
actions he might have taken in tha domestic sphere than with his 
claim that foreign affairs are generally within the 
constitutional domain assigned to the executive. This claim is 
consistent with the Constitution and has now been reinforced by 
long historical practice. 


7 Act of July 27, 1789, 1 Stat. 28-29. See also Act of Jan. 30, 
1799, 1 Stat. 613 (similar provision currently codified 18 
U.S.C. 993), which made it a crime for any person to ettefipt to 
influence r.he conduct of foreign nations with respect to a 
controversy with the United States. 
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carrying out Aaarlcan foraign policy. 8 


Tha Suprama Court, too, ha* racognisad tha Praaidant*a brood 
discretion to Oct on hi* ovn initiativa in tha fiald of foreign ' 
affair*. In tha laadina ca*a. Onltad^itata* v. Curt \ i»-Wrloht 
Byport Coro. . 299 U.3. 304 (1936), tha Court draw a sharp 
distinction batvatn tha Praaidant'* ralativaly limited inherent 
paver* to act in tha domestic sphere and hi* far-reaching 
discretion to act on hi* ovn authority in managing the esternal 
relation* of tha country. Tha Supreme Court emphatically 
declared that this discretion derive* from tha Constitution 
itself and that congressional efforts to act in this area must be 
evaluated in tha light of tha President's constitutional 
ascendancyi 


It is important to bear in mind that va 
are here dealing not alone vith an authority 
vested in the President by an exertion of 
legislative pover, but vith such an authority 
plus tha very delicate, plenary and exclusive 
pover of the President a* tha sola organ of 
tha federal government in tha fiald or 
international relation*-- * cover vhlch does 
aal Mgylrt-.M-V-fettJi,.igr.lti- txtrcl»t-fta 

act of Conor... , but which, of court.. like 
every other governmental power, must be 

8 Th. fact that Presidents have often asked Congress to give them 
specific statutory authority to take action in foreign affairs 
may reflect a practical spirit of courtesy and compromise rather 
than any concession of an abaance of inherent constitutional 
authority to proceed, for example, Praaidant Pranklin Roosevelt 
requested that Congress raptsl s provision of tha Emergency Price 
Control Act that ha fait was interfering with the*var effort; ha 
warned, however, that if Congress failed to act, ha vould proceed 
on tha authority of his ovn office to taka whatever measures vert 
nacaaaary to ensure tha winning of tha war. 88 Cong. Aee. 70tt 
(1942). 

As on# vould expect, of course. Congress has not always accepted 
tha moat far-reaching assertions of presidential authority. See 
also Youngstow n Sheet t Tube Co. v. Sawytr. 343 U.S. 579 U952) 
(Constitution dlo not authorlie President to take possession of 
and operate privately owned steel mills that had ceased producing 
strategically important materials during labor dispute); id. at 
835 (Jackson, J., concurring) (“{The Constitution) enjoins upon 
(the government's] branches separatenass but Interdependence, 
autonomy but reciprocity. Presidential sowers are not fixed but 
fluctuate, depending upon their disjunction or conjunction with 
those of Congreee.*). • 
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exercised in subordination to tho applicable 
provlaiona of the Constitution, it la quits 
apparent that if, in the maintenance of our 
international relations, embarrassment— 
perhaps serious embarrassment—is to be 
avoided and success for our ales achieved, 
congressional legislation which is to be made 
effective through negotiation and inquiry 
within the international field oust often 
accord to the President a degree of 
discretion and freedom from statutory 
restriction which would not be admissible 
were domestic affairs alone Involved. 
Moreover, he, not Congress, has the better 
opportunity of knowing the conditions which 

P revail in foreign countries, and especially 
a this true in tine of war. He has hla 
confidential sources of Information. He has 
his agents in the fora of diplomatic. 
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fllMlti** 


Samed on this analysis, tha Supreme Court rejected tho argument 
that Congress had improperly delegated a legislative function to 
the‘President when It authorisad hia to lapoaa an embargo on 
aras going to an araa of South America in which a war vaa taking 
place. Tha Court's holding hingad on tha assantial insight that 
tha embargo statute's principal offset was merely to remove any 
question about the President's power to pursue his foreign 
policy objectives by enforcing the embargo within the borders of 


9 299 U.S. at 319-320 (emphasis added). See also Chicago t 
Southern Air Lines v. Waterman S.S. Coro.. 333 U.S. 103, 109 
(1948) (President *posseses in his own right certain powers 
conferred by the Constitution on him as Commander-in-Chief and as 
the Nation's organ in foreign affairs*); ifl. at 109-112 (refusing 
to read literally a statute that seemed to require judicial 
review of a presidential decision taken pursuant to his 
discretion to make foreign policy); jjJ. at 111 <*lt would be 
intolerable that courts, without the relevant information, should 


review and perhaps nullify actions of the executive taken on 
information properly held secret.*), quoted with approval in 
United States v. Nixon. 418 U.S. 683, 710 U974). 


in Peres v. Brownell . 3SS U.S. 44, 87 (1988) (citations omitted), 
the Court stated, 'Although there is in the Constitution no 
specific grant to Congress of power to enact legislation for the 
effective regulation of foreign affairs, there can be no doubt of 
the existence of this power in the law-making organ of the 
Nation.* the Peres Court, however, was reviewing the 
constitutionality of a statute in whose drafting the Executive 
Branch had ployed a role equivalent to one of Congress's own 
committees. 386 U.S. at 86. Furthermore, the statute at issue 
in Peres provided that an American national who voted in a 
political election of a foreign state would thereby lose his 
American nationality. If the President lacks the inherent 
constitutional authority to deprive an American of his 
nationality, then tho Et£lZ Court's language about congressional 
'regulation of foreign affairs* may refer only to 'regulation of 
domastic affairs that affect foreign affairs. 1 In any case, 

Peres should not be read to imply that Congress has broad 
legislative powers that can be used to diminish the President's 
inherent Article II discretion. • • 


9 
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this country. 10 As ths Court emphatically ststsd, tht 
President's authority to act in tha field of international , 
relations is plenary, axclusive, and subject to no local 
liaitations save those derived from applicable provisions of ths. 
Constitution'itself. as the Court noted with obvious 
' approval, the Senate Coaaittee on Foreign Relations acknowledged 
this principle at an early date in our hlstoryt 

*■ 

» . 


■The President la tht constitutional 
representative of the United States with 
regard to foreign nations. He aanaoea our 
concerns with foreign nations and must 
necessarily be most competent to determine 
when, hov, and upon vhat subjects negotiation 
may be urged with the greatest prospect of 
success, for his conduct he la responsible 
to the Constitution^ The committee consider 
this responsibility the surest pledge for the 
faithful diacharge of his duty. They think 
the interference of the Senate in the 
direction of foreign negotiations calculated 
to diminish that responsibility and thereby 
to impair the' best security for the national 
safety. The nature of transactions with 
foreign nations, moreovar, requires caution 


10 Sae 299 U.S. at 327 (effact of various embargo acts was to 
confide to the President “an authority which was cognate to the 
conduct by him of the foreign relations of tha 
government”)(quoting Panama Refining Co. v. Rvan. 293 U.S. 388, 
422 (193S) (emphasis added)).This implies that while the 
President may in some eases need enabling legislation in order to 
advance his foreign policy by controlling the activities of 
American citizens on American soil, ha needs no such legislation 
for operations and negotiations outside our borders. 


11 Because the presidential action at issue in Curtiss-wright was 
authorized by statute, the Court’s statements as to the 
President's Inherent powers could be, and have been, 
characterised as dicta, see, a.g. . rguMItOTP. Shttt i Tufet-S&x 
v. sawver . 343 U.S. 579, 535 n72Tl952) (Jackson, J., 
currlr 


_343 U.S. 579, 535 n 

concurring). We believe, however. 


that tha Curtiss-wright 
Court’s broad view of the President's inherent powers was 
essential to its conclusion that Congress had not 
unconstitutionally delegated legislative authority to the 
Prasidant. furthermore, the Supreme Court has since reaffirmed 
its strong commitment to ths principle requiring the “utmost 
deference* to presidential responsibilities in the military and 
diplomatic areas, united St ates v. Mlson. 41S U.S. 653, 710 
(1974). ,; 


10 
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and unity of design, end their success 
frequently dapanda on aacraey and dipatch." 


299 U.S. at 319 (eaphesis addad) (quoting U.S. Senate, Reports, 
Committee on Foreign Halations, vol. 8, p. 24 (Fab. 19, 1816)). 
It follows inexorably fro* tha Curtlas-Wrlqht analysis that 
congraasional lagialation authorising axtratarritorial 
diplomatic and intalliganca activitiaa is superfluous, and 
atatutas infringing tha President's inherent Article XI 
authority would be unconstitutional. 



B. Secret Diplomatic and Intalliganca Missions Are at tha 
Cora of tha President's Inherent Foreign Affairs 
Authority 

Tha President's authority over foreign policy, precisely 
because its nature requires that it be vide and relatively 
unconfined by preexisting constraints, is inevitably somevhat 
ill-defined at the margins. Whatever questions may arise at the 
outer reaches of his power, however, the conduct of secret 
negotiations and intelligence operations lies at the very heart 
of the President's executive power. The Supreme Court has 
repeatedly so held in modern times. For example: 


Hot only, as we have shown, is the federal 
power over external affairs in origin and 
essential character different from that over 


12 s«. 
U.S. 53 




v. Sh.uqhn.iiv. 338 


Tha .xcluslon of .lions is • fundaaantal act 
of sovarsisnty. Th. right to do so staas not 
alons frva laglslatlva povar but is inharant 
in tha axacutlva povar to control tha foralgn 
affairs of tha nation, whan Congrass 
prascribas a procadura concarning tha 
admissibility of allans, it is not daallng 
alona vith a laglsl.tiva povar. It is 
impl.manting an inharant axacutiva povar. 



Saa also 

(statuta 


Worthy v. Htrttr. 
giving Prasidant 


r, 270 F.2d 905, 910-912 (D.C. Clr. 1959) 
authority to rafusa to allov Any.ric.ns 
to'traval'to foraign *troubla spots* simply rainforcas tjv 
Prasidant's inharant constitutional authority 
traval r.strict ions). 


to inposa tha sam. 
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internal affairs, but participation in the 
exercise of tha power is significantly 
limited. In this vast external realm, with 
its important, complicated, dalicata and 
manifold problems, -he President alona has 
tha povar to speak or listan as a 
raprasantatlva of tha nation. Ha w akes 
treaties with tha advice and consentor tha 
Senate; but ha alona negotiates, into tha 
field of negotiations tha Senate cannot 
intrude; and Congress itself is powerless to 
invade it. 


299 U.S. 304, 319 


no means limited to matters directly involving treaties. In 
Unlted_States v. Nixon . 418 U.S. 683 (1974), the Court Invoked 
the basic Curtisa-Wriqht distinction between the domestic and 
international contexts to explain its relection of President 
Nixon's claim of an absolute privilege of confidentiality for 
all communications between him and his advisors. While 


rejecting this sweeping and undifferentiated claim of executive 
privilege as applied to communications involving domestic 
affairs, the Court repeatedly and emphatically stressed that 
military or diplomatic secrets are in a different category: 
such secrets are intimately linked to the President's Article n 


duties, where the "courts have traditionally shown the utmost 
deference to Presidential responsibilities.■ 418 U.S. at 710 
(emphasis added). J 


Such statements by the Supreme Court reflect an 
understanding of the President's function that is firmly rooted 
in the nature of his office as it was understood at the time the 
Constitution was adopted. John Jay, for example, offered a 
concise statement in The Federalist : 


13 See also id* ** 706 ("a claim of need to protect military, 
diplomatic, or sensitive national security secrets* would present 
a strong case for denying judicial power to make ln_camera 
inspections of confidential material); id. at 712 n.19 
(recognising "the President's interest in preserving state 
secrets*). 

Note also that the Curtlss-Wriqht Court expressly endorsed 
President Washington's refusal to provide the House of 

out treaty negotiations after 
. 299 U.S. at 320-32(. & 

withheld during the *, • 





1558 


It seldom happens in the negotiation of 
treaties, of whatever nature, but that 
parfaet U&UUZ fnd lMadiata aiipitfih art 
soMtim requisite. Thar a art caaaa vhara 
tha most useful Intelligence may ha obtained, 
if tha persons possessing it can ba relieved 
from apprahanaiona of diacovary. These 
apprahanaiona will oparata on thoaa paraona 
whether thay ara actuatad by Mrcanary or 
friartdly motives* and thara doubtlaaa ara 
many of both daac lotions who would raly on 
tha aacracy of tha President, but who would 
not confida in that of tha Senate, and at ill 
laaa in that of a large popular assembly. 

Tha convantion hava dona wall, therefore, In 
ao disposing of tha powar of Mking traatiaa 
that although tha Praaidant muat in forming 
tha«, act by tha advica and conaant of tha 
Sanata, yat ha will ba abla to Mnaga tha 
buainaaa of lntalliganca in auch mannar aa 
prudanca may suggest. 

. . • So oftan and ao aaaanttally hava va 
haratofora auffarad from tha want of aacracy 
and dispatch that tha Conatitution would hava 
baan inexcusably dafactiva if no attantion 
had baan paid to thoaa obiacta. Thoaa 
mattara which in naootiatlona usually raquira 
tha most sacracy and tha most dispatch ara 
thoaa preparatory and auxiliary measures 
which ara not otherwise important in a 
national view, than aa thay tend to 
facilitate tha attainment of tha objects of 
tha negotiation. 1 


Jay's rafaranca to traatiaa *of whatever nature* and his 
explicit discussion of lntalliganca operations make it clear 
that ha was speaking, not of treaty negotiation in tha narrev 
sense, but of tha whole process of diplomacy and lntalliganca- 
gathering, Tha President's recant Iran project fits comfortably 
tht discussion. 

14 Tha Federalist Ho, 64, at 3*2-393 (J. Jay) (C. Rosslter ad. 
1961) (emphasisin original). J*y want on to note that 'should 
any circumstance occur which requires tha advica and consent of 
the Sanata, ha may at any time convene them.* Id. at 393. Jay 
did not, however, suggest that tha Praaidant would ba obliged to 
seek auch advica and conaant for actions other than those 
specifically enumerated in tha Conatitution. 


13 
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C. The President Has Inherent Authority to Take Steps to 
Protect the Lives of Americans Abroad 

Perhaps the Moat important rtaaon for giving tha fadaral 
government tha attributaa of sovereignty in tha internetional 
arena vaa to protact tha intaraata and welfare of American 
citiaana froai tha varioua thraata that may ba poaad by foreign 
powers* Thia obvioua and common aanaa propoaition vaa confirmed 
and railed on by tha Supreme Court when it held that every 
citlsen of tha United Stataa haa a constitutional right, bated on 
tha Privilagaa or Immunities Clausa of tha Fourteenth Amendment, 
•to demand tha care and protection of tha Fadaral government over 
hit life, liberty, and property when on tha.hlgh teat or within 
tha jurisdiction of a foreign government.Accordingly, the 
Supreme Court has repeatedly intimated that tha President has 
inherent authority to protect Americana and their property abroad 
by whatever means, short of war, he may.find necessary. 

An early judicial recognition of the President's authority 
to take decisive action to protect Americana abroad came during a 
mid-nineteenth century revolution in Nicaragua* On the orders of 
the President, the commander of a naval gunahlp bombarded a town 
where a revolutionary government had engaged in violence against 
American citisens and their property* In a later civil action 
against the naval commander for damages resulting from the 
bombardment, Justice Nelson of the Supreme Court held that the 
action could not be maintilnedi 


As the executive head of the nation, the 
president is made the only legitimate organ 
of the general government, to open and carry 
on correspondence or negotiations vith 
foreign nations, in matters concerning the 
interests of the country or of its citisens. 
It is to him* also* the citisens abroad must 
look for protection of person and of 
property * and for the faithful execution of 
the lavs existing and intended for their 
protection. For this purpose, the whole 
executive power of the country is placed in 
his nanos, under the constitution, and the 
lavs passed in pursuance thereof • • • • 


Now, as it respects the interposition of 
the executive abroad, for the protection of 
the lives or property of the citlsen, Hit 


** Slauahter-House Cases * 83 U.S* <16 Wall.) 36, 79 (1873) 



_ t gr«t objtct and duty o 

govtrnatnt la tha protact Ion of tha livts, 
liberty, and proparty of tha paopla composing 
It, whether abroad or at hoaaj and any 
government failing in tha eccomplishment of 
tha objact, or tha performance of tha duty, 
ia not worth prtaarving« 


Durand y. Hollins a 6 F. Caa. Ill, 112 <C.C«S.D.M.Y. I860) (Ho. 
4,186) (emphasis addtd)• 

Latar, tha full Court confirmed thia analyaia in an opinion 
holding that tha Praaidant haa inharant authority to provida 
bodyguarda, clothad with fadaral immunity from atata lav, to 
protact judicial officara, avan whan thay ara travailing within 
tha Unitad Stataa in tha parformanca of thair dutiaa* In ra 
Maaola . 138 U.S. 1 (1890), Rathar than baaa its daciaion on a 
narrow analyaia of tha atatua of fadaral judgaa, tha Court htld 
that tha praaidantial.duty to "taka Cara that tha Lava ba 
faithfully executed" includaa "any obligation fairly and 
proparly Infarribla [aic] from" tha Constitution* Tha Court 
spacifically atatad that thaaa vara not limitad to tha express 
tarma of atatutaa and traatiaa, but includad "tha rights, duties, 
and obligations growing out of tha Constitution it^ali . our 

inttrnitigngl aiatiaai* •»* ill *>»• protection iau«i by th* 

nature of th* government under the ConstItution.* As the Court 

pointed out. Congress Itself had approved this position when it 
ratified the conduct of the government In using military threats 
and diplomatic pressure to secure the release of an American who 
had been taken prisoner In Surope. noting that Congress had 
voted a medal for the naval officer vho had threatened to use 
force to obtain the American's release, the Court asked, "upon 
vhat act of Congress then existing can any one lay his finger in 


16 U.S. Const., art. II, sec. 3. 

17 in Xtimall. 139 U.S. at 59. 

18 14. at 54 (emphasis added). 













support of tho set ion of our govtrnasnt in this utter?* 19 if 
military fores ur bo used on the President's ovn discretion to , 
protect Auric an lives and property abroad, surely the less 
drastic uans.employed by President Heaven during the Iran 
'project vers vithin his constitutional authority. 


* 

i 


IX. AOX 


tT-T WVaW-liM'Hl 7T73 M. ■»’• > 1 M'M; .’•T r > f- 
«7ir- 


'». .Inhtrtnt 

b. Unconstitutlonal 


Congr.aa haa traditionally .aareiaad broad implied powers in 
overseeing tho aetivitiaa of Ixteutlv. Branch agencies, Including 
*probes into departments of th. Federal Government to expose 
corruption, inefficiency or vaata.* Watkins ». united States. 

394 U.S. 17B, 1B7 (1997) i aaa alao Hg5riin y. PlOTfllttjt. *73 U.S. 
139, 191-164 (1927). Thia power of ovoraight la grounded on 
Congress's need for information to carry out ita legislative 
function. Bacauaa the executive departaenta are aubject to 
atatutory regulation and to practical raatrietlona imposed 
through appropriatlona level., Congraaa can uaually demonatrate 
that it haa a legitimate and proper need for the information 
necessary to make future regulatory and appropriatlona deciaiona 
in an informed manner. McOraln . 273 U.3. at 178. 


As the Supreme Court haa observed, however, the 
congresaionel power of overaight "ia not unlimited.* Watkins . 

394 U.S. at 187. It can be exercised only in aid ofa 
legitimate legislative function traceable to one of Congress's 
enumerated powers. See McOraln . 273 U.S. at 173-174. The power 
of oversight cannot constitutionally be exercised in a manner 
that would usurp the functions of either the Judicial or 
Executive Branches. Thus, the Supreme Court haa held that by 
investigating the affairs of a business arrangement in which one 
of the government's debtors was interested, *the House of 
Representatives not only exceeded the limit of its ovn authority, 
but assumed a power which could only be properly exercised by 
another brench of the government, because it was in its nature 


19 id. The fact that such a statute may have existed, see 
Expatriation ACi of July 27, 1868, ch. 249, see. 3, 19 Stat. 223, 
234 (current version at 22 U.S.C. 1732) (authorising the 
President to use such means, short of war, as may be necessary to 
obtain the release of Americana unjustly held prisoner by foreign 
governments), does not diminish the force of the Supreme Court's 
statement that no such statute would be nuftsfl to support such an 
exercise of executive power. 


20 It is worth observing that Congress's oversight bo 
more explicit in the Constitution than are the Presld 
in foreign affairs. See wcflraln. 273 U.S. at 161. 


vers are no 
ant's powers 

6 § 
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clearly judicial.* Kllbourn w. Thomason. 103 U.S. 161, 193 
(1881). The iiM principle appuaa to congressional inquiries 
'that would trench on the President's exclusive functions. 


"becking the judicial power given to the Judiciary, (Congress] 
cahnot Inquire into natters that are exclusively the concern of 
the Judiciary. Waither can it supplant the executive in vhst 


States. 


(emphasis 


f 


It is undoubtedly true that the Constitution does not 
contemplate *a complete division of authority between the three 
branches.* Mixon v- Administrator of general Services. 433 U.S. 
429, 443 (1977);Nevertheless, there era certain quintessential 
executive functions that Congress may not exercise in the guise 
of its "oversight power.* Congress, for example, may not give 
its own agents the power to make binding rules 'necessary to or 
advisable for the administration and enforcement of a major 
statute.* Bucklev v. Valeo . 424 U.S. 1, 281 (1978) (White, J., 
concurring in part).Nor may Congress unilaterally alter the 
rights ana duties crested by a prior statutory authorisation. 

INS v. Chadha . 462 U.S. 919, 991 (1983). In general, the 
management and control of affairs committed to the Executive 
Branch, even those given to the Executive by Congress Itself, 
must remain firmly in the control of the President. Hears v. 
United States . 272 U.S. 92, 139 (1926)_. A fortiori , the conduct 
of affairs committed exclusively to the President by the 
Constitution must be carefully Insulated from improper 
congressional interference in the guise of 'oversight* 
activities. 


This principle has three immediately relevant eorrolaries. 
Plrst, decisions and actions by the President and his Immediate 
.1 , staff in the conduct of foreign policy are not subject to direct 
(> review by Congress. *Ey the constitution of the United States, 
r y the President is Invested with certain important political 
iv b powers, in the exercise of which he is to use his .own discretion, 
0 a* and is accountable only to his country in his political 

character, and to his own conscience. Harburv v. Madison . 9 
n U.S. (1 Cranch) 137, 164 (1803).“ 


** On its facts, Baranblatt did not involve an inter-branch 
dispute. The Court upheld a contempt citation Issued by a House 
Committee against a witness who refused to answer questions about 
his ties with the Communist Party. 

** Obviously, Congress may investigate and consider the 
President's past actions whan performing one of its own assigned 
functions (for example, while giving advice and consent td 
treaties or appointments, deciding whether to issue a declaration 
of war, or during the impeachment process). 
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Second, vhile Congress unquestionably peaaaaaaa the power to 
maka decisions «a to tha appropriation of public funds, it may 
not attach conditions to txecutlve Branch appropriations that h 
require tha President to relinquish any of his constitutional 
discretion In foreign affairs. Just as an individual cannot be 
> required to valve his constitutional rights as a condition of 
accepting public employment or benefits, so the President cannot 
be compelled to give up the authority of his office as a 
condition of recelving.the funds necessary to earry out the 
duties of his office. To leave the President thus at the mercy 
of the Congress vould *olate the principle of the separation of 
povers in the noat fundamental manner. The federalist indicates 
that one great a lneonveniency" of republican government is the 
tendency of the legislature to Invade the prerogatives of the 
other branches, and that one of the main concerns of the Framers 
was to give the other branches the 'necessary constitutional, 
means and personal motives to resist [such) encroachments.* in 
an effort to address this problem the Constitution provides that 
the President's personal compensation cannot be altered during 
his term of office, 9 and it must be acknovledged that the 
President's constitutional Independence is even more precious and 


The doctrine of unconstitutional conditions has pervasive 
. Al application throughout the lav. For a good general statement of 

v* a^ssr faft. ww bwiMb * 1 " r i 


if the state may compel the surrender of one 
constitutional right as a condition of its 
favor, it may, in like manner, compel a 
surrender of all. It is inconceivable that 
guaranties embedded in the Constitution of 
the United States may thus be manipulated out 
of existence. 




Mo. 51, at 321-322 (J. Madison) 


(C. Rossiter 


29 U.S. Const., art. It, sec. 
321 (J. Madison) <C. Rossiter 
(A. Hamilton). 




ed. 1951) 


No. 


1st Mo. 51, at 

, at 441-4*2 


9 



9 


IS 
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vulnerable then his personal independence. 2 * 

h 

Third.'any statute that touches on the President's Inherent, 
authority in foreign policy oust be interpreted to leave the 
• President as such discretion as the language of the statute vili 
ajlov. This accords with the veil-established judicial 
presumption in favor of construing statutes.™ as to avoid 
constitutional questions vhenever possible. 4 Because the 
President’s constitutional authority in international relations 
is by its very nature virtually as broad as the national Interest 
and as indefinable as the exigencies of unpredictable events, 
almost any congressional attempt to curtail his discretion raises 
questions of constitutional dimension. Those questions can, and 
must, be leapt to a minimum in the only vay possible! by 
resolving all statutory as&iguitles in accord with the 
presumption that recognises the President's constitutional 
independence in international affairs. 


III. Statutory 
Conori 

sEai T_ 

to Con 


»A *.*i*ll* I..L nt*T i-vrm i in mittvi i 


r if finranwwiT ■ j j i irr nv ■••i.' nrrtr 
iPTTWzn iu.b-.mi' 


L£Z< 


LIS 
QMl Authority 


In 1980, the National Security Act of 1947 vas amended to 
provide for congressional oversight, of 'significant anticipated 
intelligence activities.* This section now provides (section 


26 See 41 Op. A.O. 


230, 233 (19SS)t 


it is recognized that the Congress may grant 
or withhold appropriations as it chooses, and 
when making an appropriation may direct the 
purposes to which the appropriation shall be, 
devoted, it swy also impose conditions with 
respect to the use of the appropriation, 
provided always that the conditions do not 
require operation of the Government in a way 
forbidden by the Constitution. If the 
practice of attaching Invalid Cvinditlons to 
legislative enactments were permissible, it 
is evident that the constitutional system of 
the separability of the branches of 
Government would be placed in the gravest 
jeopardy. 


27 *ClIf 'a construction of the statute is fairly possible by 
which (a serious doubt of constitutionality! My be «void«d, a 
court should adopt that construction.* CllUiM .YWlIlM > * 

- <93 (1979) (quoting Crowell v. Benson. 289 U.8>. 22, 6 


U.S. <82, 
(1932)). 


442 

62 


19 
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301(a) of tha National Security Act, SO U.S.C. 413(a)) (emphasis 
added)i f 


protaetion from unauthorisad disclosure of 
elaaaifiad information and information relating to 
intelligence aoureaa and methods, tha Olraetor of 
Control intelligence and tha haads of all 
dapartmants, agencies, and othar entitles of tha 
United Statas involved in intelligence aetlvitiaa 
ahall -- 

(1) knap tha Salaet Committaa on intelligence 
of tha Sonata and tha Parmanant Salaet Committee 
on lntalllganca of tha Houaa of haprasantativaa 
. . . fully and eurrantly informed of all 
lntalllganca aetlvitiaa which ara tha 
responsibility of, ara engaged in by, or ara 
carried out for or on behalf of, any department, 
agency, or entity of tha Unitad States, including 
any significant anticipated lntalllganca activity, 
except that (A) tha foregoing provision ahall not 
require approval of tha lntalllganca committees as 
a condition precedent to tha initiation of any 




Per situations in vhleh tha President fails to give prior notice 
under section 501(a), section 501(b), SO U.S.C. 413(b), (emphasis 
added) provides! 

Tha President shall fully Inform tha 
lntalllganca committees in a timely fashion of 
lntalllganca operations in foreign countries, 
othar than activities intended solely for 
obtaining necessary lntalllganca, for which prior 
notice was not given under subsection (a) of this 
section and shall provide a statement of tha 


30 


To tha extant consistent with all applicable 
authorities and duties, including those confarr* 


extant consistent vitt 


lua ragai 


HOI, sod to tha 
for tha 
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» ruioni for noe giving prior notice. 28 

tH« leileft* connection between eh* *tiaely notice* 
requirement of section 901(b) and the President's inherent 
const!tutIntel authority, acknowledged In section 901(a), is 
dramatically confirmed by a colloquy between Senators Javlts and 
Huddleston, both of whoa were on the committee that drafted this 
provision. Senator Javlts askodt *If intonation has been 
withheld fro* both the select committee and the leadership group 
(as section 901(b) envisages), can It bo withheld on any grounds 
other than 'independent constitutional authority' and. It so, on 
what grounds?* Senator Huddleston answeredi 'Section 901(b) 
recognises that the President nay assert constitutional authority 
to withhold prior notiee of covert operation (sic), but would nsl 
be able to claim the Identical authority to withhold timely 
notice under section 901(b). A cleisi of constitutional authority 
is the sole grounds that nay be asserted for withholding prior 
notice of a covert operation.* 126 Cong. R*c. 17693 (1960) 


28 Section 901 of the national Security Act does not contemplate 
that prior notice of ‘intelligence activities* vlTT be given in 
all instances. Subsection (b) of section 901 nahes specific 
provision for situations in which 'prior notice was not given 
under subsection (a).* Because subsection (a) includes 
situations in which the President provides notice to the full 
intelligence committees under subsection (e)(1)(A) and situations 
In which he provides prior notice restricted to designated 
members of Congress, including the chairmen and ranking members 
of the House and Senate intelligence committees under subsection 

is ass S’SiS’s.ssrsi 0 
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(emphasis added). 3 * If, aa Senator Huddleston contended, aaetion , 

-;--- f, 

3 * A alallar colloquy took place on tha floor of the Houaa 
between Rap. Boland, Chairman of tha Houaa Salact Coaaittaa on 
intelligence, and Rap. Kaalltoni 

Rap. Haailtoni Aa t undaratand that subsection, 
it allows tha Rraaldant to withhold prior notica 
antiralyi that la, ha doas not inform anyone in 
that clreuaatanca. Ha only has to raport in a 
tlnaly fashion. 

Is that a corract vlaw of subsactlon (b>7 

Rap. Bolandt In raaponaa to tha gentleman, lat ma 
say that tha Rraaldant must always give at laaat 
tlmaly notica. 

126 Cong. Rac. 28,392 (1980). Thus, Rap. Boland claarly, if 
raluctantly, conflrmad Rap. Hamilton’s interpretation. During 
tha floor debates, several Sanators also acknowladgad that tha 
proposed laglslatlon did not raquira that Congrasa ba notiflad of 
all intalllganca activitlas prior to thalr Incaption. According 
to Senator Nunn, the bill contemplated that *ln certain instances 
tha requirements of secrecy preclude any prior consultation with 
Congress.* 126 Cpng. gee. 13,127 (1980)(statement of San. Nunn). 
See also Id. %t"lVI25 T^tata*ant of San. Huddleston)('Section 
501(b) recognrtws-wfet-'ene President may assart constitutional 
authority to withhold prior notica of covert 
operations . . . .*); Id* st 13,103 (statement of San. Bayh). 


In tha course of tha floor dabatas, soma Sanators stated that 
tha situations in which prior notica was not required would ba 
vary rare. Sea, a.o. . 126 Cong. Rec£ 26,276j<1980> (remarks of 
San. Inouye). Such statements are or Iftllm ralavanca to 
determining tha scope of tha prior notice requlresent. First, 
tha executive branch has always agreed that instances of deferred 
reporting will ba rare and has consistently given prior notica. 
Second, section SOI at the vary least permits tha President to 
defer notica whan he is acting pursuant to his independent 
constitutional authority; tha scope of this authority is 
determined, not by legislators’ view of tha Constitution, but by 
tha Constitution itself. Third, tha draftsman of section 591 
decided that because tha scope of the President’s constitutional 
■authorities and duties* was in serious dispute, the legislation 
would not attempt to resolve the issues separating thr. parties to 
the dispute. See 126 Cong. Rac. 13,123 (1980) (statement of Sen. 
Javlts). The ambiguities of subsection <b) reflect Congress’ 
inability to override the executive branch’s view of the 
President’s constitutional authority. That dispute cannot now be 
settled, contrary to the Executive's position, by reference to 
the statements of individual Congressmen who had a narrow view of 
the President's constitutional role. 


22 
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901(b) is to bo interpreted to-require the President to set on 
his inherent authorlty 0 in withholding notice of covert operation* 
until oftor the feet, then any further statutory llaitetions . 
on the President's discretion should be narrowly construed in 
.order to respect the President's constitutions! Independence. 

The requirement that such after-the-fact notification be nede * in 
a>elaely fashion* appears to be such an additional limitation. 

The entire analysis in this aesorandus supports the 
proposition that the phrase *ln a timely fashion* aust be 
construed to aean *as soon as the President judges thet 
disclosure to congressionel committees will not interfere with 
the success of the operation.* To interpret it in any other 
way—for example, by requiring notification within soae arbitrary 
period of time unrelated to the exigencies of a particular 
operation—would seriously infringe upon the President's ability 
to conduct operations that cannot be completed within.whatever 
period of tine -•« read into the statutory provision. * 
Furthermore, several putatively discrete intelligence 
'operetions* aay be so interrelated that they should 
realistically be treated as a single undertaking whose success 


30 /Senator Huddleston's interpretation is not necessarily 
correct. As we indicated in our memorandum of Hovember 14, 1986, 
the President aay bo able to withhold prior notlcqeven without 
invoking his independent constitutional authority, j 

31 On the floor of the Senate. <tho"felH'a sponsor indicated that 
his personal view of the President's SBltSTitutTonal powers vas 
very narrow, and ha wnfrf the ralevan t congressional 
committees not If led ges j QomsBoaalble. f ) He acknowledged, 
however, that the executive branch took a different view, and 
that he expected 'that these matters will be worked out in a 
practical way.* 136 Cong. See. 13096 (1980) (remarks of Sen. 
Huddleston). These statements show that the legislation was not 
thought to preclude the President from acting on his own view of 
his own constitutional powers. In guarding against such improper 
interference, the President's own interpretation of his 
constitutions! powers •is due great raspect^ from^3 h *70J h *l974). 


branches. See united St«**e v- Mixon. 418 0.8. 
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sight b« jeopardised by disclosure prior to Its eoapletion. 32 

/thus, s masher of factors coaablns to support 
thatrChe 'timely fashion* language should bo read 
president with virtually unfettered discretion to choose the 
night acsea t for making the required notification.^ The word 


the conclusion. . 
to leave the 


*0 


3 i 


In his prepared testimony on 8 . 228C, President Carter's CtA 


?il! ct 2 r ' fMtMr, stated (national Intelligence Act of 


(ea^hasis added)) 


Prior reporting vould reduce the President’s flexibility to 
deel vltn situations Involving grave danger to personal 
safety* or^vhich dictate special requireaents for speed and 
secrecy. LfiI» Che other hand, activities vhich vould have long 
term consequences, or vhich vould be carried out over an 
extended period of tine should generally be shared vlth the 
Congress at their inception, and I vould have no objection to 
making this point in the legislative history^ 

Turner's testimony cannot properly be Interpreted to imply that all 
'long tern,* as opposed to 'short tern,* projects require prior 
notice. First, Turner drev a distinction betveen projects involving 
great personal danger 21 requiring speed and aeerecy and projects of 
long duration or with long term consequences. He did not address 
projects that are both long term £Qd that Involve danger to personal 
safety, such as the recent Iranian initiative. The Inadvisability 
of prior reporting applies as forcefully to such a project as to 
'short term* projects that involve personal safety. Second, Turner 
was careful not to say that long term projects must alvays be 
reported at their inception! he said only that they vill generally 
be so reported. In a colloquy with Senator Bayh concerning the word 
'generally,* Turner stressed that 'one has to be a little cautious' 
in making such a statement because 'it vill be quoted back from 
these hearings for years to come.* Hearings , uffifi, at 32. Turner 
never stated that the Ixecutlve vould or should give prior notice of 
all long term projects. Third, a distinction betveen long and short 
term projects vould virtually force the President to prefer military 
to diplomatic initiatives in situations like the one at issue in 
this memorandum, vhich could not have been Congress' intent. 


In any event, S. 2284 vas not enacted, and the full Congress 
never had its attention directed to Turner's statements. Those 
statements are therefore not a significant aid in interpreting 
section SOl(b). [As vo have shovn, both the text of the statute and 
the colloquies oJTthe floor of the House and Senate indicate that £ 
Congress aid not require prior notice vhen the President was acting < 
pursuant to his Independent constitutional authority/T In permitting 
*timely notice* in section 901(b), Congress made no distinction 
betveen long and short term projects, and no such distinction should 
be reed into the statute. 

v 
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•timely* is Inherently vague» 33 In ua statute, It would 
ordinarily be reed to give the party charged with abiding by a 
timeliness requirement the latitude to interpret it in a 
reasonable Banner. Congreea apparently thought that the 
notification requirement vea meant to limit the President'a 
.exercise of his inherent authority, while at the sane time 
Congress acknowledged the eslatence and validity of that 
aVthorlty. Because the President is in the best position to 
determine what the most reasonable moment for notification is, 
and because eny statutory effort to curtail the President's 
judgment would raise the most serious constitutional questions, 
the 'timely fashion* language should be read, in its natural 
sense, as a concession to the President's superior knowledge and 
constit utional rloht to make any decision that is not manifestly 
and indisputably unreasonable.■ This conclusion is reinforced 
by the nature or intelligence operations, which are often 
exceptionally delicate undertakings that may have to extend over 
considerable periods of time. The statute's recognition of the 
President's authority to withhold prior notification would be 
meaningless if he could not withhold notification at least until 


3 The statute uses a more precise phrase in section 901(a), 
where it requires that certain committees be kept *fully and 
currently informed” of activities not covered by section 901(b). 
This phrase was lntarpreted by the Senate Committee to mean that 
'[alrrangemants for notice are to be made forthwith, without 
delay.* S. Rep. Mo. 730, 96th Cong., 2d Sess. 9 F1980), 
reprinted in 1980 U.S. Code Cong, 4 Admin. News 4192, 4199. Mo 
such interpretation was placed on the 'timely fashion* language 
of section 501(b). See lA. at 12, reprinted in U.S. Code Cong. 4 
Admin. News, at 4202-42037 

34 The legislative history of section 501(a) specifically 
indicated that *[n]othlng in this subsection is intended to 
expand or to contract or to define whatever may be the applicable 
authorities and duties, including those conferred by the 
Constitution upon the Executive and Legislative branches.* S. 
Rep. Ho. 730, 96th Cong., 2d Sess. 6 (1980), reprinted in 1980 
U.S. Code Cong. 6 Admin. Mews 4192, 4196. Furthermore, the 
Senate Committee acknowledged that it was 'uncertain* about the 
distribution of powers between the President and Congress in the 
national security and foreign policy area. See ifl. 9, 
reprinted in 1980 U.S. Code Cong. 4 Admin. Mews, at 4199. 


25 



1571 


«(t«r the undertaking »s • whole «u completed or terminated. 3 * f ' 


Conclusion 

' Section 501(b) of cho National Security Act of 1947 oust ba 
interpreted in tha light of aactlon 901 aa a whole and in light 
of tha President's broad and Indapandant constitutional authority 


3 * Sactlon 503 of tha National Security Act, 50 U.S.C. 414, 
generally Halts tha usa of funds appropriated for lntalllganca 
activities to casas In which Congress has baen given prior notice 
of the nature of tha activities. Section 502(a)(2) allows 
aspandlturas whan "in tha case of funds from tha Reserve for 
Contingencies of the Central intelligence Agency and conalstent 
with the provisions of section (SOI] concerning any significant 
anticipated intelligence activity, the Director of Central 
Intelligence has notified the appropriate congressional 
coonittees of the intent to sake such funds available for such 
activity." This provision should be Interpreted to allow the 
President to use funds from the Reserve for Contigencles In order 
to carry out operations for which he withholds notice in accord 
with section 501(b). Section 502(e)(2)'a specific reference to 
section 501 should be taken to give the President implicit 
authorisation to withhold notification of the expenditure of 
funds just as he withholds notification of the operation itself: 
to read it otherwise would otean that section 502 had effectively, 
though impliedly, repealed section 501’s acknowledgement of the 
President's independent constitutional authority. 


it should be noted, however, that section 502(a)(2) is clumsily 
drafted) if read literally, it could be taken to suggest that 
Congress must always be notified in advance when funds 
appropriated for intelligence activities are to be used for 
covert operations. The Conference Committee commented on the 
language in question by noting that it did not aspect situations 
to arise in which there would have to be prior j 
section 502 as to the funding of an activity that did not ltsslf 
have to be reported under section 501) the Committee also 
indicated that if such a situation were to arise, it should be 
resolved in a spirit of "comity and mutual understanding. H. R ; 
Conf. Rep. No. 373, 99th Cong., *»t S«aa. 19 (1955), rtgrihtrt )" 
1985 U.S. Code Cong. 4 Admin. News 952, 981-962. Accord S. Rap. 

79, 99th Cong., 1st Sess. 5 (1985). Similarly, the House A 

foaaUtt* Rsoort indicated that "the seme event ... can be I 

treated in the same way under new Section 502(a) and Section 501. 

Rep. NO. 106 (Part ^ • «!«*>■ reorinted^Ln 1985 U.S. Code 

Cong. 6 Admin. News 
outlined above. 


way under new section :V. i - 
Part 1) 8 (1989), reprinted in 1985 U.S. C 
952, 954. This supports the reasoning * 
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to conduct foreign policy. The requirement thet the President 
Inform certeln congressional committee# * In e timely fashion* of 
m foreign Intelligence operation es to which thoae commltteea 
vdte not given prior notice ehould be reed to leave the President 
with dlacretlon to poatpone Informing the commltteea until he 
determines that the aucceaa of the operation will not be 
jeopardlaed thereby. Because the recent contacts with elements 
of the Iranian government could reasonably have been thought to 
require the utmost secrecy, the President was justified In 
withholding section 901(b) notification during the ongoing effort 
to cultivate those Individuals and seek their aid In promoting 
the Interests of the United States. 



Charles J. Cooper 
Assistant Attorney General 
Office of Legal Counsel 
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January H, mj 


s*o ;r«.T: covxrr action policy approval 
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Approval Pfoctdur as gor Intalllcanc. 

tha roraign Asaistanca A It g r i l l!, ft amandli’ m 2oS«t 
aeeiona undertaken by tha caatral Intelligence Agency must ba 
authorised by a Presidential rinding that each suchopSrltion 
la important to c# national security. t.O. 12333 and 
Directive eetehliah^^ ^ 


activities-j undert 

, ' ngx ™ ««cn covert action is alto 
U 5f*T”/ anticipated intelligence activity 

under Section SOI of the National Security Act and is suh^ec- 
to certain Congressional reporting procedures. The J 
l2!I?. g ?!? ion * 1 f** 0 ** 1 ?? procedures. for significant intelligent 
J?!i7 itU V?? iy t0 * il o« the intelligence cortmunitv! 

Findings shall reaain valid until foraally cancelled. 0M7 

r * lR accordance with executive Order 12333, the Centra 

Intelligence Agency shall conduct covert actions unless th* 

sxrsss: awsas a sr::i“,« •• —k• 

aupport shall b«Tn M II HK At TO „ MM „* n 


! m-i »adtui^MdEHEncnEn- 


on* igra ^personnel, funds, eguipsttnt, supplies, transport** 
tion, training, logistics, and facilities by Govarnoent cocpo* 
***?? cx * **. ,u PP° rt * eovart action shall not in 
agency * saparata eovart action by tha supplying 
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Exhibit EM-72 



s 


Subject 

Dtte 

Criminal Implications of 

Arms Deal with Iran 



Gerald E. McDowell, Chief 
Public Integrity Section 
Criminal Division 


From 

Jo Ann Farrington 
Special Assistant to the 
Chief 

Public Integrity Section 


You asked me to make a quick survey of the statutes that had 
been mentioned in connection with the apparent trafficking in 
arms with Iran to offer my opinion as to whether there was any 
potential criminal conduct involved. My preliminary opinion, 
based on limited research, is that there probably is not, though 
it does appear that the arms shipments may have been illegal. 
The statutes involved do not, for the most part, carry any 
criminal penalties, and we have no information that any false 
information was conveyed to Congress (as opposed to failure to 
report at all?. 

1) The National Security Act, which has been most often 
cited in media reports, requires reports to Congress concerning 
intelligence activities. Even if this provision of arms to Iran 
were to be considered an "intelligence activity" (which it may 
be, since apparently the CIA was involved at some stage), there 
are no criminal provisions for failure to report, and the statute 
itself contains a broad loophole, permitting the President in 
"extraordinary circumstances" to forgo reporting the proposed 
activity beforehand, so long as he thereafter reports "in a 
timely fashion." Neither phrase is defined. 50 U.S.C. $413. 

2) The War Powers Act was apparently cited by Attorney 
General Meese in a speech on the Iran shipments and criticized by 
him as a potential infringement on Presidential power. However, 
that Act governs procedures required when the President decides 
to use military force outside the United States - a situation 
that, so far as I know, is not involved here. In any event, 
again there are no criminal penalties; the only penalty appears 
to be that use of the armed forces must cease within a given 
period of time absent congressional approval. See, 50 U.S.C. 

S 1541 et seq. 

# 

3) Because these particular overtures to Iran apprfiently 
involved arms, statutes governing arms shipments come into play, 
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and there are a number of these. If the arms were given to Iran, 
theiij provision would presumably be governed by 22 U.S.C. S2301 
et seq.., governing military assistance and sales. If so, there 
are numerous requirements under that statute requiring certain 
human rights findings, reports to Congress, agreements as to use 
of the weapons for defense purposes only, etc., all of which I 
will assume for these purposes were ignored. See, specifically, 
22 (J.S.C. S 2318, requiring notification to Congress in the event 
of an unforeseen emergency requiring provision of arms to a 
country not otherwise qualified under the statute. Nevertheless, 
there is no criminal penalty prescribed. 

4) Title 22, Chapter 39, governs arms export control, if 
the arms were sold to Iran. Again, there are various 
requirements that must be met before a country is eligible for 
sale of arms, and a report to Congress of all proposed sales is 
required. Section 2778 gives the President the power to control 
the export of defense articles, and requires the licensing of 
every person other than an officer or employee of the United 
States Government acting in an official. capacity who exports 
arms. There is a criminal penalty attached t<T violations of this 
requirement, 22 U.S.C. S2778(c), but so far as we know so far, 
nobody in this matter was acting except in an official capacity 
on behalf of the United States. 

5) 18 U.S.C. §921 et seq are the criminal penalties 
governing sales and transport of firearms. The scenario as I 
understand it would involve only official conduct, however, which 
is privileged, just as it would be in an undercover operation. 
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ForClttrtnct 


Ptr Convtnttion 


Aa mqmm! 
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<7 
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mu.mm """' arTMMU 

PftoopNo. 

a 

llfOtMlKR*.. 7-7«) 


* 90 1 Ml 0 - 441-174 (4311 


mS«S > i^miiMfJM 
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The Deputy Attorney General 


March 20, 1966 


Oliver B. Revell 
Executive Assistant Director 
Investigations 


NEUTRALITY MATTERS 

INFORMATION MEMORANDUM 

The entire contents of this aeeorandu® are classified 



SfCfTET* 

Classified By 0*3 
Declassify On: OApR 
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TIKE 


as of 4:20 p.n, * > 
3 January 1986 


THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Schedule for: Monday, 6 January 1986 


EMI000780 


SUBJECT/VISITOR 


LOCATION 


per: 


7:00 Depart Residence 


7:30 

6:10 

8:30 

9:00 

9:30 

/• / 5 * 

ib:H 

11:00 

12:00 

12:25 

12:30 

2:00 


TKC 

DLJ/A1B/VBR/TKC/SHG 
Chair Staff Meeting 
Civil Litigating Heads (TAB A) 

Desk Tlae 

T ^C f / l+U- 

Depart for White House 

RR NSC Meeting 

Return to Justice 

Photo Ops for Merrill Hartson 

J e a e pl i Kupka (TAB B) 

Lunch v/ DLJ/WBR/AIB/CF/WW/TKC 

MAMfCtire: Schedules 


2:30 Adainletratlve Tlae 

3:00 Personal/Desk Tim* 


y.M* 






^/v &*!{■#&( 

/M toutUU- 

Colonel Toa Johnson 


5:00 -W- 

r 5 
5:30 

-&oe--— 


J edl ei a l 6 e iees*ee4rtp Hestiu g- 

- Erases f ei RsiU e wu a 


■nee 

Tbt 


AC Conference Rooa 
AC Conference Rooa 


Cabinet Rooa 


Conference Rooa 
AG Dining Rooa 


Conference Room 


2C 

3C 

3C 

75 

6C 


IS 

90 

30 

30 

l 3/4 

K 

Vc 

15 

30 

60 



4 


fki £>0 &LJL' 
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' / s. 

JjShry 

^ / J^yX^ r 


A/ 

* f 'v» ^-1^ 


AMERICANS FOR HUMAN RIGHTS <S SOC/ACJUSTICE, INC. 


P 0 Orawer 6256. Fort Worth. Tanaa 76115 
Philip Maory Chairman • A O Paarca. Vice Chairman 

, ^ N 


Mr.Edwin Meese 
Counselor Tc The President 
1600 Pennsylvania Ave. 
Washington,D.C. 20500 


21 October 1983 


Deer Mr.Meese; 


Herein please find information that I would appreciate your 
opinion and that of President Reagan, these are matters of 
concern to all conservative thinking Americans, in the past 
weeks I have sent you letters but as yet received no reply. 
Your consideration is very much appreciated. 


Sincerely, , 

piiT-i^VrTTl 

National Chairm 
AHRSJ, Inc. 


an 


J IX H11 IT 

j SjhT 


A NON PROFIT ORGANIZATION SERVING HUMANITY 
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tfV^RHcil*StS/fflON -C^ARDS 




^70 SOCIETY.''AND fcOV ARE ALLOWED TO VOTE J IN 


I Fo'Assistance call 


Secretary of States 


HflMnnl 


mm 

, ^ it 

BUSINESS REPLY CARD ' 

FIRST CLASS PERMIT NO. 4311 • * r AUSTIN. TX , 

- ' Tt ,’*» . 

*ij -r* v 1 v ' 

% ■ - r v s -r 

- Tt .* 

i *• 

POSTAGE WILL EE PAID »Y ADDRESSEE 

' r k • - •O- **# * * A 

- x -' ■ 

REGISTRAR OF VOTERS 

COUNTY COURTHOUSE 

■ • ?-v 1 

• r pn»T V uo»T« ! * -x r 76101 



New law allows felons to regain " 
voting rights after serving ; sentence 


Uailed Prw* International 

AUSTIN — The Justice Department on 
Fnday approved a new itale law giving con¬ 
vened felon* in Texas tha right to vote again 
live yean after they complete their ten tenet. 

Char let Sullivan, director of Citizens 
United for Rehabilitation of Erranta, said the 
new Llva effective Friday, could add aa many 


r|Qw fi 5 millino . 

Jus Let Department approval waa neces¬ 
sary under the IMS federal Voting Rights Act, 
which require* federal approval of state laws 
sffecung elections and voter registration. 

CURE and other prison reform groups 
had worked on tha left sis tion for nearly 10 
years before the Ttxaa Legislature ftally ap¬ 


proved It in IMS 

“The oonoepl has beta well debated by 
the state of Ttxaa," said Sullivan. “Wt feel 
this i* a histone date." 

Eh*. Chet Quiet, a criminal Justice profes¬ 
sor at the Univenrity of Texas, called the new 
statute “a step forward for the rut* of Texas" 

The new law will not affect currant state 
law which says a eocvicted felon cannot hold 
public office in Texas. 

Sullivan and the author of the new law, 
Rep, 13 Franco Lee, D-Houstna, said they 
. would attempt in the next station of the Leg¬ 
islature to do away with the five-year waiting 

Prior to the ,ew Uw, a felon could not 
regain the right to vote unites the governor 
granted a pardon. 


fore the TVx* Legislature ftally ep- granted a pardon. 

NON PROFIT ORGANIZATION SERVING HUMANITY 
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AMERICANS FOR HUMAN RIGHTS A SOCIAL JUSTICE, INC. 


P O Or«*«r62M, 
Philip Matxy. C^urmart 


Pod Worth, This ?6ii5 , '«■ 

• flO Paarco. V*ce Chairman 

OPINION g 

YOUR SU PPOR T & LETTE RS N E Ej)E D_ 

TO LIFT THE MED IA CON SP1RACYOF 
SILENCE ON KING F.B. I -RECORDS^ 

AMERICAN TAXPAYERS WHO ARE EXPECTED 
TO PAY FOR THIS M.L.KINC HOLIDAY IN 
1986 DEMAND TO KNOW WHY THE NATIONAL 
NEWS MEDIA IS NOT MAKING THEIR USUAL 
OUTCRY FOR THE .RELEASE OF F.B.l.FILES 
ON THE NEGRO M.L. KING. 

THE MEDIA DEMANDED TO KNOW EVERYTHING 
ABOUT PRESIDENT NIXON & WATERGATE!. 

AND HERE WE HAVE A NEGRO,M.L. KING 
T HAT ASSOCIATE D WITH COM MU NIS TS AND 
PRACTICED AN ^ACTION ORI ENTED MARXISM'* 

EVEN NOW HISGRO UP,S.C.L.C .COMMUNIST 

TIES ARE STRONG *3CLC PRESIDENT JOSEPH 
LOWERY GAVE A SPEECH TO THE WORLD PEACE 
ASSEMBLY, FUNDED WITH $45 MILLION BY 
THE COMMUNIST PARTY CENTRAL COMMITTEE! 


The public is entitled 
to see tiles on King 


VIENNA. Va. — Why is 
there no madia outcry de ¬ 
manding t he" relea se of th e FBl_ 
surveillanc e records onTMar Un. 
Luther Km*, which were iudir 
cllljyjeaJed t n 1977 by joint, 
jjfeenfltff gT tne somneio 
Cnnstiari Leadership Confer 
ence_and Jimmy Carters Jufc 
tfce~&epartmen t ,> 

Tne meoia demanded to 
Know everything about Rich¬ 
ard Nixon and Watergate. 


ssa to Jimmy Caner* debate 
oflefin* book. 

But wh en n com es to shart 
falgabburthc re 

UiTIuemiaiP r Kl *t 
his Southern Christian Leader¬ 
ship Conti r^ncVj here ii addEV 

- =? '—- 


Howard Phillips ls choir 
man of The Conservative Cau¬ 
cus-_ 

Preside nt Joseph Lowery pve 
I speech lo Ifce WoridPwe 
Assembly, funded wit h H3 mtl- 
lion_6y ThVCdmmunM l%rtv 
Central Committ ee of the Sovfc 
c T Union. 

~ Bui why Is the Jugtict De¬ 
partment committed to con¬ 
cealing facts that bear heavily 
on whether Dr. King ought to 
be singled out aa the only 
American outside of presidents 
In our 207-year history to be 
the subject of a national holi¬ 
day and the object of official 
veneration? 

Given the prertdenTs deci¬ 
sion. for admittedly political 
reasons, to endorse the King 
holiday, it could prove ember- 
"-“"-to him 











































































to try to capture illegal 

Umml 

“Wo rt aware of It. and wt think 
it's unfortunate that they decided to 
uKea nMmmMe Iht lit r Onto 
Austin, an agency spokesman In 


• Vnurc nes oery iu w, unt*i ncip to 

Haven' 
offered 
to aliens 

Churches defy 
law for ideals 


Qiiwi 1*1 


Among thane endorsing the anc- 
tuary offers were the Fence and Jus-, 
tic* Commission of the Catholic 
Dlocest of Fort Worth, the Tort 

«i »«dZISf ? ^!5 h DtoSi « fcu J*“ -n«t» MX to 

J * my if we run acre* these people in 

or ran o«tr normal efforts that they would 

lui tMOtoJ .... JIM._.... M 


By BRIAN HOWARD 

Star-feWf*** Writer 

Tw o Dallas churches on Thursday 


Wttd* -- *v«ni(iwM 

task fort* on Central America.-W* 
believe that we mnft do somethin* 
to wop the holocaust ihaiTfotogoa 
to Central America.- ■ 

The US. Immlcratlon and Nature 
altaatlon Sendee federally retards 
people fleeiac Q Salvador and Gua¬ 
temala as economic refufees who 
are not eHgible/or political asylum, 
but church .nembers my the people 
/ace pomHrie torture and death If 
they are forced to return to their 



mat In relation to the risk that these 
people trefuffees) rua if they are de¬ 
ported.- Ilajck said. 

Ron Wilhelm, associate director 
of a Dallas ref uconaid project esti- 
mates that Urn refufees number 


vm * renc **^ inursaay lorceo to return to their 

g^BKIjkgUfsMnTeiMtttoPylHMy **'£*««» countries, 
of fe r illegal sancimry to Centri l *The bottom Une of the law is to 
Afnmran ty t u errs a nd n W «t protect human being*" Linde Ha- 

«f»»nh«HM...J-1- 1 _..... Uk I*_■ . .... 


^ pnum Human Being . _ 

organizations and people. including Jek of Holy Cross said. “We see Oils 
Tarrant County, im- gesture as trying to protect human 
“*™*»y endorsed the step. beings. If It ends up being a chal- 
n**y Utoi Catholic Church and lenge tto the immigration service!, 
the Dallas Monthly Meeting of j that's not our tmeuL" 

Friends *Qt**kersl announced that 
they are Joining a nation wide move¬ 


ment that provides shelter and 
otter aid for refugees from El Salva¬ 
dor and Guatemala, even though 
church metnhyr* mill 
Jl UwaaodTSk toil mnAT^T 

we feel that we arocalled to wet- 
corae them to the name of our coun¬ 
try. which o«eo was proud that it 
"ricomed the oppremed." the Rev. 
Timothy Gollob. pastor of Holy 
Cross, said at a news conference at 
his church. "We do this in the hope 
. that our government will change its 
attitude toward them people and 
givettem official legal status. In tte 

meantime, we will help them with 
-\>ur shelter and our foods." 


Ha jek said refugees who Have ex¬ 
hausted the legal process of seeking 
asylum will be given priority at the 
churches. 

Although Thursday's news con¬ 
ference i.'etuded a masked Salva¬ 
doran refugee who read a statement 
citing atrocities in his country and 
thanking the churches, Ha Jek said 
another "public event" wifl be 
planned when the churches begin 
harboring their first official refu- 

**She saM ;se churches might be 
able to Handle about 20 refugees at 
first. The people eventually win be 
moved "to a safer place." she said. 


Church members, working under 
the umbrella Dallas Inter-Religious 
Test Force on Central America, 
have been helping refugees for 
tome time. Ha Jek aid. Thursday's 
announcement was designed to en¬ 
courage others to follow uitt, she 
said. 

MeDona Id said her organization to 
trying to educate churches on the 
issue, but she said she knowsof none 
in Fort Worththal is close to Joining 
the sanctuary movement 

Since tte m ovement began In 

STOP IMMIGRATION 
&£'r:~ , U^£ enw '° t & VOMIGN STUDENTS 

An immigration service spoke* SAVE YOU2 JOB 
man aid tte a g enc y will continue 
its policy of not raiding churches or 



AHRSJ POES WOT AGREE WITH 
CHURCHES VIOLATING THE LAW! 

UE HAVE MORE THAR ENOUGH 
ALIENS IN TEXAS AS IT ISl 

ILLECAL SANCTUARY OF ALIENS 
ST ANYONE IS THE U.8. LAW . 
ANYONE HARBORING AN ALIEN 
SHOULD BE PUNISHED TO THE 

MAXIMUM 5 TEARS IN JAlLtl 
♦ ♦ ♦ ♦ 

IF YOU BELIEVE IN JUSTICE 
AnD LAV & ORDER..WRITE Tp 
1.TE PRESIDENT 
1 b00 PENNSYLVANIA AVE. 
WASHINGTON,D.C. 20500 

AND VOICE YOUR CONCERN TO 
THIS VIOLATION OP THE LAW I 

S TOP ILLECAL ALIENS,AND 
SAVE AMERICAN JOBS I I 


poNcim am move liberal than these 
of tte United Stotts. 

Holy Cram began considering the 
step lot March, and after moot hsof 
dtocmnUne and s ermons, about 10 
percent of the congregation voted 
to offer sanctuary. Ilajck aid. 

Some who opposed H may km 
the church, she acknowledged. 

Tbe Dallas Catholic Diocese tone* 
involved in the project, but Btobop 
Thomas T m h ne pa knew of R and 
gave hto consent. 

"Atotof thi ng that are iHegalir e 



iML .CANS FOR HUMAN RIGHTS ASOCIAL j .TICE, INC 



of the 

Fort Worth Diocese declined to 
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IS November 1983 





, 1 
» i: 




Dear Mr. Mabry: 

Thank you for your recent correspondence and for 
sending me information about your organization, 
which I have passed along to the appropriate people 
working on these issues. 

Your thoughtfulness is appreciated, and I am most 
grateful for the time you have taken to write. 

With best wishes. 


Sincerely, 


EDWIN MEESE III 
Counsellor to the President 


Mr. Philip..Jjakry.., 

National Chairman 
Americans for Human Rights 
& Social Justice, Inc. 
Post Office Drawer 62S8 
Fort Worth, TX 76115 


EfT/NH/.efrf— 
EM-2 8 



timr .He/o rgan t 7,at tom 


PMONK » 


•-'I 




Oliver North 


395-3345 


MESSAGE 


6 January (98 ft 


CM I 


He spoke with Mr. Meese and thev are 
to have a meeting this afternoon with 
Admiral Poindexter. 



. Ca JUi &H,bbA<LeJ: 

£W. J 


Exhibit EM-77 




Exhibit EM-78 


SFWICES PERFORMED TODAY 


WMk • IWDlf . MAACH, 1DM 
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JUKI* HIR197002 PAGE 1 


1 RPTS MAZUR 

2 DCMX DOKOCK 


4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 
11 
12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 


DEPOSITION OF WILLIAM WELD 

Thursday, July 16, 1987 

House of Representatives, 

Select Committee on Investigate 
Covert Arms Transactions with Iran, 

Washington, D.C. 

The select committee net, pursuant to call, at 2»06 p.n., 
in Room B-352, Rayburn House Office Building, Paaela J. 

Kaughton [Staff Counsel to the select committee1 presiding. 

Present* On behalf of the House Select Committee* Pamela 
0. Maughton, Staff Counsel; and Ken Buck, Assistant Minority 
Counsel. 

On behalf of the Senate Select Committee* Thomas McGough, 
Associate Counsel. 



IXHIilT 
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KAMI i 
21 
22 
23 

au 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 


HIR197002 PAGE 2 

MS. KAUGHTOK* Okay. Ha are on tha zaoord. 

It Is a daposition oi Hilliaa Wald# and tha witness 
has alzaady baan sworn. I an Pamela J. Kaughton# Staid 
Counsal to tha Housa Salaot Committee to Investigate Covazt 
Arms Transactions With Iran. 

Hill tha paopla peasant around tha tabla lntroduoa 
themselves? 

MR. MoGOUGH* 1 am To* HeGough# Assooiata Counsal 

with tha Salaot Coanittaa. 

MR. BUCK* Kan Buck# Assistant Minority Counsal ior 
tha Housa Coanittaa. 

THE WITNESS * Hilliaa Hald# Assistant Attornay 
Ganaral# Criminal Division# Justica Dapartaant. s 

Hharaupon# 

WILLIAM HELD 


A 


36 


37 

38 

39 

40 

41 

42 

43 

44 

45 


was called ior as a witness and# having baan previously duly 
sworn# was examined and tastiiiad iurthar as iollows* 

EXAMINATION ON BEHALF OF THE HOUSE SELECT COMMITTEE 
BY MS. KAUGHTOK> 

8 Hr. Hald# whan did you become tha Assistant Attornay 
Ganaral ior tha Criminal Division? 

A Saptaabar 15 or 16# 1986. 

8 And baiora that# you ware? 

A From Kovaabez 1# 1981 until Saptaabar 15# 1986# I 
was under United States Attornay ior tha District oi 


KAMIi HIR197002 


PAGE 


3 


46 

47 

48 

49 

50 

51 

52 

53 

54 

55 

56 

57 

58 

59 

60 
61 
62 

63 

64 

65 

66 

67 

68 

69 

70 


Massachusetts with ay duty station in Boston# Hassaohusatts. 

ft Prior to your becoming U.3. Attorney, did you hava 
experience in criminal law endoroement? ^ 

A Not much. I had baan dor 10 yaars with a Boston law 
firn# Hill and Barlow, whara Z was a litigation partnaz. I 
had a total od thraa or dour criminal dadansa oasas that I 
had -taken on radarral droa tha Public Dedendar. I had nina 
months od working on tha Matargata impeachment matter in 
1973 dor—I was Associata Minority Counsel dor tha House 
Judiciary Comnittaa on tha impeachment inquiry. 

I had takan six months odd to run dor Attorney 
General od tha State od Hassaohusatts in 1978, and I had 
been a judicial law clerk dor tha Supreme Judicial Court od 
Hassaohusatts, whara most od tha business was crlainal, but 
by no means all od it. 

ft And I gather in your capacity as U.3. Attorney, you 
have supervised probably hundreds od criminal prosecutions? 

A Thousands, yes. 
ft Okay. 

Now, I want to address tha issue od tha Iranian aras 
sales. In early November, around tha 3rd or 4th, newspaper 
stories started breaking regarding tha sale od 
Israeli—axousa me > od Amezioan-nade arms to Iran. Do you 
recall whan you dirst heard od that? 

A Oh# I probably read about it at tha time tha stories 


XJkHK' HIK197002 PAGE 4 

71 w«r« first published. I think ths first tins I bscaas 

72 anpsgad with rsspsot to ths aattar mss in dsaling with ths 

73 Evans csss that was psnding in Xsw York City, and upon 

74 reviewing ny records, it looks to as as though that was 

75 November 10s 11, 12, that yaax. 

76 fi Prior to reading about it in ths newspapers, did you 

77 have any knowledge of the U.S. participation in aras sales 

78 to Iran? 

79 A I don't believe so, no. 

80 & Okay. Can you tell us what your involvement was 

81 then, and with the Ivans case, beginning on or before 

82 November 10 of 1986? 

83 A Yes. That was a case pending against one Saauel s * 

84 Ivans, an American lawyer, and others for violating the 

85 export control laws by conspiring to have weapons go to 

86 Iran, and as I learned in November, one of the defenses 

87 offered by the person scheduled to go to trial was that they 

88 believed they were acting in a manner authorized by the 

89 United States Government. 

90 ft Excuse me. Has this a defense that was recently 

91 posed after the public revelations or is this a defense that 

92 they had been asserting prior to the first week of November? 

93 A I believe it is a defense they have been asserting 

94 prior to the first week in November. 

95 fi Okay, please continue. 
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96 k At any rate, tha public statements oonoarning 

97 alleged official American sales of Arms to Iran obviously 

98 raised questions in tha Bind of Judge Sand, among othara, A 

9 9 who had tha casa in Kaw York# at to what thav'fufl story was# 

100 so tha attornays from tha Southarn District of Kaw York 

101 oallad down to tha Criminal Division# spaoifioally Deputy 

102 Assistant AG Hark Richard and also mysalfi I bacama involvad 

103 for sons help in giving thamsalvas comfort that thay could 

104 naka a raprasantation to tha court that tha actions by tha 

105 dafandant in tha Evans oasa wara not officially sanctioned. 

106 Tha lina attorney to tha ease# was a woman named 

107 Lorna Schofield# and 1 believe 1 dealt also with Danny 

108 Young—Denison Young, and Benito Romano, who wara in a * 

109 supervisory capacity in that office. 

110 Z can't remember whether Z first heard of this from 

111 Mark Richard or from soma other source# but Z remember 

112 carrying tha massage upstairs—Z think perhaps to a dally 

113 morning staff meeting, saying in affect, "Hay, wa need—we 

114 need to give an answer to Oudga Sand. Ha had a draft 

115 opposition that Kaw York proposes to file# but# you know, wa 

116 have got to make sura that whan wa say there was no 

117 government involvement hare, or this was not even capable of 

118 a type of activity authorised by tha government, wa have got 

119 to make sura whan wa say those things# that thay are 

120 accurate#" so Z carried that massage upstairs. 
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121 fi Okay. 

122 Was thara any sort of affidavit or daolaration to 

123 appaar, or was this slnply to ba a statamant daposad in tha 

124 notion paparst 

125 I I think it was in a notion papar. I do raoall that 

126 thara was a doounant that I was working off at sona tin*, 

127 and I think it was—you hava It. I saw it whan wa did ny 

128 intarvlaw. I think it was in tha natura of a raprasantation 

129 in a notion papar. 

130 fi Okay. And thay ara looking to Kaln Justica for 

131 conflrnation of that position) is that oorraot? 

132_ A Yas. Thay sant down a draft, and I think tha first 

133 draft I saw said sonathing such as, wall, tha avants *v 

134 dlsoussad by Prasidant Raagan at his raoant naws oonfaranca 

135 of no eonnaotion with tha avants at lssua in oasa—sonathing 

136 broad and oonolusory lika that. 

137 I was not tarribly confortabla with that languaga. 

138 I naan, how would tha author of that nanorandun know that? 

139 I think Hark Richard fait tha sana way, so our thana was 

140 nora honawork has to ba dona hara. 

141 fi Did tha Evans at all lnvolva Adnan Khashoggi? 

142 A I think that San Evans usad to raprasant Adnan 

143 Khashoggi, although I an not posltiva about that. I think, 

144 yas, his nana dafinitaly oana up in that oasa. Ha was not a 

145 nanad dafandant--! don't think, but X racall tha namas 


75-936 0—88-51 



1594 


KAMI* 

146 

147 

148 
. 149 

150 

151 

152 
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163 
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Khashoggi and 9a la Eooque both balng associated with Evans 
and Ivans* defense. 

Q Hara thara any othar shall I say common denominators 
batwaan tha Evans oasa and whst you know of tha U.3. 
Government Izan inltiativa? 

A I should say that I am no expert on tha V.3. 
Govaznaant Izan inltiativa# but ona topic that oaaa up 
quickly was tha typa of aatarial baing shippad to Izan. 

Thaza waza TOW mlssilas# HAWK alssilas# P-14 spaza pazts# 
night vision equipment and soaathing alsa 'what I oan't 
zar.aribaz--with tha ilva oatagozias involvad in tha Evans 
oasa# and I zaaaabaz asking aazly on# wall# you know# waza 
thasa involvad in tha shipments to Iran# and I caoall Hfc. 
Jtaasa saying at ona point# 9, Mo# only ona ot possibly at 
most two of those things aza common— M so thaza was soma 
common link# I believe# in tha typa of equipment shippad to 
Izan. 

fi Okay. 

A Again# as far as I am oonoaznad# this is allegedly 
in both oases. 

A Sura. Pid you taka this eventually to tha attention 
of tha Attorney General? 

A las. 

fi Do you recall whan? 

A Hall# it got quite quickly to tha attention of tha 
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Attornay General. I—I ballava I Bust hava ralsad it at an 
8*3C staid maating, baoausa during that waak, batwaan 
Kovaabar 10 and Movambar 17, tha Attorney Ganaral A 

assantially undartook to supply tha information which would 
ba nacassary for tha motion papars in tha Naw York cast, or 
to parform dua diliganoa work, if you will. 

fi Prior to this, do you know whathaz or not tha 
Attornay Ganaral undartook to ask Admiral Polndaxtar whathar 
or not tha arms salas that wars in tha Evans oasa vara 
sanotionad? In othar words, did ha do this in tha summar or 
aarly fall of 1986? 

A I hava no knowladga about that. Aftar—you know, ona 
or two maatings with tha Attornay Ganaral on tha Evans 
moving papars, I said, look, how can wa ba sura about this, 
and I was talking with—with him and Kan Crlbb, C-z-i-b-b—and 
aithar Kan or tha Attornay Ganaral suggastad that tha mattar 
ba run past tha Assistant to tha Prasidant for Kational 
Saourity Affairs, who is hr. Polndaxtar. 

& Okay. 

A And if you look at tha drafts of tha moving papars 
or affidavit, whatavar it is, that I was working off of, you 
will saa on ona of tham that thara is insartad in my 
handwriting tha words, 11 and aftar consultation with tha 
Assistant to tha Prasidant for Kational Saourity Affairs. vv 
That was dona at a sltdown I had with Xan and tha AG ona 
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morning, at which Kan aantionad that tha language in tha 
moving papars had baen, * 1 £ly-spaokad past Poindexter,■• 
aaaning as I undarstand that reviewed in datail. 

• £ Mho had dona this? 

A Zha AG was ay undarstanding. 
fi Has thara any discussion at that tiaa of tha 
Attornay Ganaral doing this on his own? 

A Having dona it aazliac? 
fi Yas. 

A Ho» 
fi Okay. 

Hhat about at this particulac tiaa? Has thara any 
discussion whan ha said wa should go to Poindaxtar as to who 
should do that? 

A Gaa> I hava always thought tha AG did it parsonally. 
fi Oh, I aa not Indicating any knowladga to tha 
contrary. Hhat Z aa saying is, did tha Attornay Ganaral 
say, vt Z will do this myself >v or did ha say aayba soaaona 
alsa should do it, or was thara a discussion of who should 
do it? 

A Z think ha navar took to do it hlasalf. Thara was 
ona aaating whara ha said ha would do it, and than this 
morning aaating with hia and Kan Cribb was a latar aaating 
whara Z laarnad that it had baan dona, and that is whan Z 
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wrota in ay copy of tha aovlng papars which Z latar sant up 
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to John Richardson* I think on Xovenber 17* you know* aitar 
checking with Poindexter. 

8 Okay. 

Do you know whan that want out to tha Southarn A 
District oi Kaw York? 

A Xo. 

8 Was it shortly aitar you sant it up to Hr. 
Richardson? 

A Z don’t know. I would think so. 

8 For tha racord— 

k It would hava gone out presunably iron Hark Richard* 
not iron John Richardson. I would think in tha ordinary 
course* I would hava baan sanding it to John Richardson ior 
clearance* and than tha Internal Security Section or Deputy 
Assistant AG* Hark Richard or whoever was directly in 
contact with Danny Young or Benito Ronano or Lorna Sohoiield 
would hava sant it up. I could be wrong. Kayba it want 
iron Richardson. 

8 At any rata* you did not sand it to Xaw York? 

A That is right. 

8 Was this a Custons case? 

A Yes. I kept iorgetting that* but Custons was tha 
investigative agency. 

8 Okay. And did you discuss this language with 
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Custons? 



1598 


XAME * 
246j 

247 

248 

249 
’ 250 

251 

252 

253 

254 

255 

256 

257 

258 

259 

260 
261 
262 

263 

264 

265 

266 

267 

268 

269 

270 


HIR197002 PAGE 11 

A Ho. 

fl Okay. 

Now, at this tiaa, of ooursa, thaca wara ravalations 

A 

of tha U.S. initiativa with Iran in tha arms salas. Mas 
this—lat's say prior to tha Xovaabar 17—was this a subjaot 
of discussion at any of tha staff naatings? 

A Yas. 

£ Can you giva us a flavor of what thosa disoussions 
wara ? 

A Hall# tha thing I raaaabar is a discussion about who 
should daal with tha prass concarning inquirias ragarding 
Iran—bacausa Juliani’s offioa in Xaw York, aaong othars, was 
gatting questions about whathar tha activitias undar v ' 
indictaant had actually baan sanotionad by tha govarnaant, 
and his was only ona of a dozan or aora Iran aras casas 
ponding around tha country. 

I raaaabar tha Attornay Ganaral suggasting that whan 
it conas to quastions concarning Iran, that no coaaant 
should ba aada by tha fiald. 

£ And what was aaoidad ragarding how thosa prass 
inquirias would ba handlad at Main Justica? 

A Oh, I assuaa thay want to Tarry Eastland as par 
usual, Tarry Eastland baing tha Prass Sacratary. 

£ Okay. 

Wara thara any discussions of tha substanca of tha 
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facts surrounding the ti»t talas? 

A Hall, thaza was some discussion at tha morning 
aaating on Friday, Xovaabar 21st, concerning statements 
being made to Ccngrass and whether they hung together, that 
sort of thing. 

fi Okay. Prior to that, though, in tha staff meetings 
was there discussion of the substantive facts revolving 
around the Iranian arms sales as they ware coming out? 

A My impression is that that was closely held, and 
that there was no discussion of what was going on with the 
Iranian arms sales. 

£ Okay. 

Here you aware of Assistant Attorney General 
Cooper's activities in trying to find the facts and apply 
the law? 

A Ho. 

£ Okay. Do you know whether or not anyone in the 
Criminal Division was aware of that? 

A I would be reasonably sure that no one was. 

fi Okay. So, his activities prior to November 20, 

let's say, were not discussed in any staff meetings of any 
kind that you can recall; is that correct? 

A Right. There's an 8*10 a.m. and an 8*30 a.m. every 
day. I go to the 8*30. I lon't go to the 8*10. I can't 


speak to the 8*10. 
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Q Okay, In tha 8*30 ■••tings, than, you don't zacall 
that baing-- 

X I am pratty date that uai not diaoussad. 

Q Okay. 

By tha way--*trika that. 

Okay, now, as to Movaabar 21, you attandad tha 8*30 

■sating. 

A Yas. 

fi Okay. And did tha subjaot of tha Icanian aras salas 
coma up? 

A Yas. I baliava tha Evans oasa oaaa up, and I raoall 
saying that I wasn't sura it was such a good idaa foe tha 
Criminal Division and tha TBI not to ba involvad in tha 
pcocass of casaarching tha govaznaant to ba abla to aaka 
raprasantation to tha court as to—you know, what was in 
accozdanca with official policy and what wasn't. 

Okay. 

Uhan you say in zasaazching tha govaznaant, you aaan 
tha U.S.-Iran initiativa azas salas as opposad to tha Evans 
azns salas? 

A Right 

fi To saa whathaz or not thaza was— 

A My point was in ozdaz to aaka a capzasantation to 

tha court, you hava to hava soaabody who knows all tha facts 
of tha Evans casa and all tha facts of tha U.S. azas salas. 
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and that it didn’t maka sansa dor vary high-ranking 
official* to ba rasaarohing tha V.3. Government aid* of tha 
casa unlaaa thay wara intimately familiar with tha Ivans 

A 

sida of tha oasa as wall. 

£ Okay. 

Why did you suggast tha Criminal Division in tha FBI 
to do this? 

A Hall * you know# I think this is—I think this is ona 
of thosa tinas whan Z forgot that Customs had tha Evans 
oasa. I was thinking tha AUSA, tha agants on tha oasa# 
mayba somaona from Zntarnal Security# Joa Tafa# who was 
alraady sarving as a liaison on that oasa. 

£ And for tha record# tha Xntarnal Saouxity Section is 
part of tha Czlainal Division? 

A It is part of tha Criminal Division# yas. 

£ So# basically paopla who wara familiar with tha 
ganaral faots of Iranian arms salas to bagin to look into 
tha--the V.S. lnltiativa ragarding salas of waapons to Iran. 

A Rig ht# in ordar to ba abla to answar tha dafansa 
motions. 

£ All right. 

A And whan I said Criminal Division and FBI# I think 
what I raally maan is attornays and agants. Soma of tha 
Iran arms oasas around tha country ara FBI oasas# and soma 
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ara Customs. 
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ft Okay. 

Whan you—I take it that you war# tha ona who 
aantlonad this at tha aeetingj la that correct? M 

A Yaa. 

ft All right. And whan you said that, what was tha 
rasponsa? 

A Paopla wara surprised# because I—this was a naw 
topic I was raising# and X ralsad it with soaa iaaling# and 
I renenbar Mr. Trott looking at ae with what X thought 
surprise. 

X an not certain whether Nr. Burns was there as 
wall. X think ha was. X aa certain that Hr. Naasa was not. 
ft Okay. 

NR. HcGOUGK > You are certain about Hr. Haase was 
not at the nesting? 

THE WITNESS * Ha was not at tha Friday# Koveabar 
21st# 8*30. 

BY HS. MAUGHT0N* 
ft Was Hr. Reynolds there? 

A Yes* definitely, 

ft And Hr. Cooper? 

A Yes. 

ft And you aantlonad Hr. Trott and Hr. Burns. Was 
there anyone else there that you can recall? 

A 


Oh# there was a full table# baoausa X was sitting 
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down at tha vacy and* so thara would hava baan 10 paopla 
thara anyway. 

£ Okay. * 

A Tha paopla who customarily attandad that aaating* 
although I don't raoall anyona axoapt for Trott, Reynolds 
and Coopar dafinitaly baing thara* but tha paopla who 
usually attandad would inoluda Tarry Eastland* John Bolton* 
who is tha Lagislativa Assistant AG) Stava Harkaan* who was 
at tha Offica of Lagal Policy— 

fl Doas Kathy Applayard usually sit in on thosa as 
wall? 

A Sha has baan for a nuabat of months. I am not 
cartain whathar that was tha practica in Kovaabar. I tfould 
say no. Also* although I navar thought about it bafora* I 
tand to think sha is thara only whan tha AG is thara. 

£ Okay. 

Has Hr. Richardson or Hr. Cribb thara? 

A Could hava baan—yaah* Z should add thaa' to tha list 
of customary attandaas. 

HR. HcGOUGH * Hr. Habioht? 

THE MX1MK5S* Xo* ha is not a customary attandaa, 
although ha soaatiaas doas if thara is a aattar involving 
tha Lands Division. 

BY HS. XAUGHT0X» 

£ Okay. Do you raoall* was Hr. Coopar thara 
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throughout or did ho coma lot* or— 

A You know* I don't raoall that. Tha ration Z say 
Brad Reynolds and Chuok Coopar wara thara is I raoall * 
talking to than at tha conclusion of tha naeting. I hava 
raad racantly in tha praas that Hr. Coopar was at an 8 a.a. 
aaating at tha CIA on that day* and Z aa trying to think if 
Z aa crazy for raaaabarlng that* but X think ha and Brad 
wara thara at laast at tha conclusion. 

Convarsaly* it is concaivabla that Hr. Haasa had 
baan thara aarly* and than laft* but ha wasn't thara whan Z 
■ada ay stataaant about tha Criminal Division and tha PBZ. 

2 Hr. Coopar did tastlfy ha did not spand a graat daal 
% / 
of tina at tha CZA that morning. Do you hava any 

racollactlon how long tha whola maating took? 

A Thay usually braak up around 9>03. 

2 Okay. 

A But thay somatimas go as lata as 9<20. 

2 Okay. 

You statad that you axprassad your faalings rathar 

strongly. Can you giva us a sansa of what you said? 

A Hy axact words* as bast Z can raoall* wara Z am not 

sura it makas vary much sansa for tha Criminal Division and 

tha PBZ not to ba involved in this. 

2 Urn-hum. Did you also maka any comments ragarding 
tha Attornay Ganaral balng usad as a faot-gatharar? 
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A I had dlsoussad that with Hark Xlohard downstair* 
that I could not saa tha wildon of that. X cannot now 
racall whathar I said that at that morning naating, but i$ I 
so statad at my intarviaw* than— 

ft tty notas indioatad you rafarrad to that tha Attornay 
Ganaral should not ba a guashoa— 

A Okayt that sounds lika aa. 
ft --was what I wrota down. 

A That sounds lika aa. 
ft Okay. 

A I don't now racall saying that at that aaatlng. I 
cartainly said that in convarsation with Hark Richard, 
ft What did you naan by that? 

A Hall# ha has got lialtad nuabar of hours in tha day. 

If thara ara--if thsra is factual rasaaroh that naads to ba 
dona to support a stataaant baing aada in--you know# ona 
notion in ona of tha 30*000 oasas wa hava panding* gat 
soma--soaabody froa tha offloa or tha Intarnal Saourlty 
Saction to do it. 

It is a quastlon of his tlaa. And tha point I aada 
aa^liar about# you know* ha is going to hava to taka tiaa to 
gat staapad in all tha Evans facts in ordar to ba tha 
signatory as it wara on tha raprasantation to tha court, 
ft Sura. 

Did you know at this tiaa that tha Attornay Ganaral 
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had actually participated in drafting of tha January 17 
finding? 

A Ho, I had navar heard of tha January 17 finding at' 
that point. Had I? Had that bean— 

fi I wouldn't know. 

A Any way, tha answer is no. 

& What I am getting at is, was there a concern solely 
for the Attorney General's ties, or did it also encompass or 
concern about being a fact-finder if one was Involved with 
the Initiative? 

A Ho, I think it was just a aanagament issue. It is 
crazy to have the top people going out doing fact research. 

£ Okay. 

After you mentioned this--and I believe you stated in 
your interview rather waraly. I wrote that down, too. 

A Yes. 

£ What was the response? Do you recall what people.in 
the rooa had to say about that? 

A No. The discussion, I recall, was after the aeeting 
broke up. Hr. Cooper and Hr. Reynolds were still seated next 
to each other at the table, and I caae over on the other 
side and said something like, well, you know, I don't mean 
to overstate this point, but it just seeas to ae that we 
ought to be able to manage it a little bit better. 
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I was trying to take back from the warmth of my 
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statement so that paopla wouldn't think that I was 
particularly angling for business, but 1 just want to aaka 
sura this got dona in a way that aada sense# and that led ^to 
a conversation involving Chuck and Brad# where Brad I 
believe said# ''Hell# somebody has got to get involved here# 
because there are a lot of statements going around and 
statements being prepared for the Hill# and these things 
aren't hanging together.'* 

And I said# ''Veil# that is way over my head#* 1 and 
Brad said, ''Veil# that is way over all of our heads." 

V Okay. Do you recall if nr. Cooper said anything on 
that subject? 

A Yeah# I think he did more or less along the lines 
that Brad was saying# but I am not sure. 

fi Okay. 

Did either of them mention Director Casey's 
testimony specifically# that you recall? 

A I wouldn't be surprised. X think that Director 
Casey's testimony had been in the news either the day before 
or the day of# so that it would have been topical. 

V Veil# did either of them tell you what was being 

done about these dissimilar statements that were 

coming out? 

A No. 

Q Okay. Did they indicate—either of them indicate to 
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you that tha Attorney Gan*xml was personally Involved in 
helping to review drafts of the Casey testimony? 

A Ko# I don't think so. It wasn't that ln-depth a 
conversation. Brad was being faotual In a way of saying# 
''Yeah# you are right. Soaeone has got to gal In here and 
have a look around.'* 

2 But when he said that# did he Indicate that soaeone 

was ? 

A Ko. I don't believe that I understood that Hr. 
Reynolds or Hr. Cooper was doing that. 

2 Okay. 

Has there anything else on that subject at the 
aeeting or—after the meeting? 

A I don't think so. 

2 Okay. 

After you returned to your office# did you assign 
anybody to do research on the legal issues involved7 

A I called up Jerry HoDowell# who is head of the 
Public Integrity Section of the Crialnal Section at soae 
point) I guess it was that Friday# and said# ''Hey# Jerry# 
about Iran# why don't you have somebody have a look see 
whether—if the stories in the papers are true# or there 
might be any violations of law implicated.' 1 

2 By calling the Public Integrity Section then# I take 
it you were focusing on public officials? 
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A Yas. 

fi Okay. And did Hr HoDowell look Into that lor you? 

A Ha had Joanna ralrington, who la a special assistant 

to him, look Into It# and sha gave hi* a aaao on Saturday, 
Novaabar 22, which I don't ballava I saw until savazal days 
latar. 

Q Okay. 

And did that aaao outllna cartaln statutas that aay 
ba applicable? 

A Yes. It was a quick and dirty look. I said, you 
know, tha Arms Export Control statuta might ba 
applicabla—whatavar that 1947—national Saourity Aot might ba 
applicabla. Kar raading was that as long as it was 
oificials acting within tha scopa of thalr dutlas doing this 
that nona of tha criminal panaltias would ba implicatad. 

0 Okay. At that tine, wara you awara of any 
findings—in othar words, wara you awara whathar or not any 
of thosa activities had baan authorizad? 

A No, I was not awara ona way or tha othar. 

ft Okay. 

Now, on tha 24th, did tha Attornay Ganaral call you 
in ragard to this subject? 

A Yas. 

0 Do you racall whan that was? 

A Hall, it was during a masting I was having with my 
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deputies, and those ere often the 10 or 10*30 a.m., so I 
Mould say It was between 10 and 11 a.a. 

£ Okay. 

Do you know If he was calling from his offioe? ' 

A I don't know where he was calling from. 

ft Okay. Do you recall anybody placing the call for 

him? 

A When I got on the line, I think he was on the line, 
but that is his style. 

£ He places his own calls? 

A Kot all of then, but if it is—I think he was on the 

line. I don't know that anything turns on it. I am 
uncertain about that. I think he was. 

£ And when he called you, what did he say to you? 

A He said words to the effect of, '*1 just want you to 
know with respect to this Iran matter that the fact that the 
Criminal Division is not involved is not negligence or a 
product of sloppiness, and you should not be concerned that 
matters are, you know, falling between the cracks. This is 
being done that way on purpose.*' 

£ Okay. 

Did he allude to what was being done? 

A No. I took his statement to refer to my expression 
of concern at the Friday meeting. Hy inference was that 
someone had reported to him that I had expressed this view 
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with soa« wazath, and ha should--that ha aight want to giva 
na a call to make sura that I understood that tha aattar was 
baing handled. 

a 

2 But did ha tall you by whoa or what was being dona? 

A No * that is Just about all ha said. 

2 Do you recall what your response was? 

A I said, ' ' Ed, I—I gather—or I did—I did register a 
concern at tha Friday nesting about you doing this research, 
and ay only thought is that i£ you triad to carry too auch 
water here that some nay spill on you. 11 Those ware ay 
words . 

2 Can you tall us what you meant by that? 

A Well, if you are going to be responsible for making 
a representation to a court in a court paper, you have to be 
very sure of your facts, and I guess ay aeaning was that it 
would be difficult for hia to be sufficiently on top of both 
the facts on the Iranian eras sales by the governaent and 
the facts in the Evans case to be able to aake a clean 
stateaent that, you know, the activities in Evans had no 
connection with the activities that the governaent had been 
carrying on. 

2 Un-hum. Did you mention to hia the research that 
you had had <y>ne? 

A Ho, I don't even think it was in ay aind. As I say, 

I didn't see it until soaetiae later, and when I did, it was 
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an anti-climax. I didn't raally dwall on It until Z saw it 
in dooumant production in Fabzuazy of '87. 

£ Batwaan tha tima of that phona call and tha Attoznay 
Ganazal's press confazanoa tha naxt day* whaza obviously tha 
whola word was told it was happaning* did you hava any othar 
discussions or laazn anything oz raad anything pursuant to 
tha subjaot mattaz? 

A Raad anything--you aaan othaz than in tha nauspapazs 

or-- 

£ Cozzaot. Yaah. Has anything going at tha 
Dapartaant of Justloa zagazding this issua? 

A That I was involvad in? 

£ Yes* siz. 

A Z don't think so. I think I got off that tzain and 
tha naxt Z haazd was whan Hark Richard callad me sand said 
thaza had baan a pzass confazanoa and Foindaxtar zasignad 
and North had baan fizad. 

£ Did you hava any knowladga on that day* on ths 24th* 
that Brad Raynolds and Chuck Coopaz had aat with Tom Gzaan* 
tha attoznay for Olivaz North? 

A No. 

Q Or actually foz Saoozd? 

A No. 

4 

£ Aftaz tha Attoznay Ganazal's pzass confazanoa* what 
did you do? 
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A Wall, Kark Richard called me. I was in ay office. 

Ha said that this psass oonfaxanos had occurred. Poindexter 

rasignad» Horth had been iirad. I said, "Halt, wait. 

'* * ,* 

Timeout. You battar gat in haxa and bring aa up to spaad on 
this. 1 • Ha said okay. 

As soon as ha got into ay office, which would hava 
baan 30 seconds later, wa received a call to go up and sea 
Stava Trott on the fourth floor. 

2 T or the record, Stava Trott is? 

A Ha is the Associate Attorney General. 

2 Okay. 

A Stava said, *'You two guys, 1 * aaaning Richard and 
Wald, ''are to go neat with Chuck Cooper now and scoop *0ut 
what the possible criminal Implications of this scenario as 
described by the press conference might be. 1 ' 

So, wa proceeded from Trott's office to Cooper's 
office to do that. 

2 Okay. What did ha tall you? 

A What did Trott tall us? 

2 What did Cooper tall you whan you want to sea him? 

A Ha gave us a little bit of a chronology on past 
salas--I think ha mentioned September *85, November '85, 
February '86, Kay '86, August '86 and either September or 
October '86. He talked about 508 TOW missiles here and then 
soma Hawk missiles that got returned, and what types of 
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aquipnant. 

Ha talkad about Iranian aiddlanan and God knows who 
alia asking a buck on tha sida, you know# as possibllitias. 

a 

Ha talkad about tha CIA and DOD and tha prioa batwaan than, 
and you know, what tha implication of that night ba fox 
whathar or not Aaarican dollars wara involvad. 

And basioally, it is lika tha first yaar law school 
axaa quastion, what torts? This is' Nhat oriaas? 

ft Did ha discuss tha divarsion of tha aonay to tha 
contras? 

A Oh, yaah. Ha did. Ha must hava. That was tha 
topic of tha prass oonfaxanca, although you know, I didn't 
656 gat a—a transcript of that until latar, but in Mark's f^rst 

659 call to aa, ha had aantionad tha divarsion, so, yaah, that 

660 war. vary much disoussad. 

661 ft Okay. 

662 A And tha Boland Aaandaant was disoussad. During tha 

663 initial narrativa by Chuck, ha took a call froa Dick 

664 Araitaga at Dafansa and laarnad—ha said that 508 TOM 

665 aissilas was all that tha Army had in stock at tha tiaa that 

666 tha 508 aissilas want froa Israal to Iran which saaaad to 

667 naka an iaprassion on hia. 

668 . ft All right. 

669 Which—whan Araitaga said that tha 508 wara all tha 
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671 that make an iapzesslon? 

672 A His response was* "Oh, won.'* X infer that tha 

673 raaaon it would aake an iapression is that it aight support 
, 674 an inference that tha dacision by tha Iszaalis to salaot a 

675 nunbar 508 to sand was tha product of soma colloquy with tha 

676 Americans, but I a* not avan sura if X got tha countrias 

677 right. 

678 I aa going on ay aaaory of notas of a oonvarsation 

679 that X didn't understand in tha first plaoa. 

680 Q Okay. Khan you wars— 

681 k X hava detailed notas of this conversation, which X 

682 aa sura would enable aa to be aora precise, but for whatever 

683 it is worth— 

684 <2 X think wa hava those. 

685 k Ha did those last tiaa. 

686 fi Yeah. What I want to try to pinpoint is whan you 

687 ware discussing what particular criainal statutes aight be 

688 involved, ware you focusing on tha diversion of tha funds or 

689 on tha legality or illegality of tha aras sales themselves? 

690 A Hark Richard and I ware answering it as a what- 

691 criaas question. First thing that occurred to aa was 

692 conspiracy to violate tha Boland Aaendaent, 371, conspiracy. 

693 The second thing that occurred to Hark and ae both was 

694 conspiracy to defraud tha Congress in tha faithful 

695 adainistration of tha foreign ailitary sales program but, 
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you know# wo considered everything# wall fraud# wira fraud# 
munitions statutes# axms export control# tax violations# a 
641 threat from the government# assuming that there were p 
some spread between the price paid to the government and 
what the property was worth to the Iranians. 

So»_I think that our response was directed to both 
halves of the situation at that meating--speaking for Hark 
Richard and myself. 

£ Okay. 

After you laid these out# did you put it in any sort 
of a written form? 

A I have notes# and I think I recapped my notes into 
five broad headings when we went in to sea the A6 at 5«3fO. 

£ Did you communicate with anybody from the FBI or 
Customs during this time period# that is# Tuesday afternoon? 

A That afternoon. 

£ On this subject? 

A Xo# I don't think X got out of meetings all day. X 
went from Trott's office to Cooper's and from Cooper's to 
the AG. 

fi And when you met with the Attorney General# did he 
tell you he had spoken to anybody at the FBI? 

A I had-'I have to look at my notes. There was one 
meeting where he suggested—but X think it was the next 
morning# where he suggested that he had spoken to Buck 
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Ravall, and that ha and X and Tzott should ba briafad by tha 
Buraau lataz in tha day—X think that was kadnasday aorning, 
tha 16th. 

2 Okay. 

A It would appaar in ay notas. 

2 Okay. khan you nat with tha Attornay Ganaral at 
5•30 on Tuasday, do you zacall what it was ha told you? 

A Ha said# 1 ’Okay, Bill. Lat's haaz about tha 
potantial criminal thaozias—criminal violations.' 1 Thaza 
was a bunch of paopla in tha zoom# sight oz 10, and X laid 
out a sunaazy of what Richazd and X had ooaa up with with 
Coopaz. 

2 Okay. And did tha subjaot of authozity ooaa ups 
ragazding tha 1985 shipaants? 

A Wall, I think it was zaoognisad that tha answaz to 
tha cziainal quastions could ba a lot diffazant dapanding on 
whathar--various shipaants waza takan with authozity oz not. 

2 Hall, X guass what X aa gatting at is at this 
naating, did tha Attoznay Ganazal voluntaaz any facts that 
ha had found out ovaz tha waakand oz at any othaz tiaa to— 

A Ko, I think that oaaa up at tha Hadnasday 2>30 
■sating. 

2 Okay. Did—whan you waza discussing tha Az*s Export 
Contzol Act, which 1 assuaad you did duzlng this 5>30 
■sating— 
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2 —and tha National Saourity Act* did tha J^toxnay 

Ganaral tall you that thay had prooaadad undar tha National 
Saourity Aot so to allay tha pxoblaas of tha Azas Export 
Control Aot? 

A No, I don't think ha did. 

2 Okay. 

Did ha impart to you that ha had partioipatad in tha 
finding in January of '86? 

A No, wa didn't gat into that at all. 

2 Okay. So this is a#\inly a raoltation by you? 

A Na talking now. 

2 Okay. And what was his rasponsa aftar you flnlfehad 
going through your laundry list? 

A Thank you vary much. 

2 Okay. 

So thara was no sort of discussion or-- 
A Wall, I think ny notas aaka rafaranoa to tha 
Attornay Ganaral nantioning soma vagua conspiracy ohazga or 
soaathlng lika that. I lad off with conspiracy mala fraud 
and wlra fraud, thraa of tha Attornay Ganaral's laasa 
favorad statutas, and than I thought of tha falsa stataaant, 
which is anothar ona of his laasa favorita statutas. 

2 And racantly, tha Supraaa Court's— 

A And racantly tha Supraaa Court's. But thara was 
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sona--you know, you are asking about tha discussion. There 
was sose discussion about seat-and-potato statutas ware, you 
know, spaoiiio prohibitory provisions vatsus thasa vague 
conspiracy nail fraud, wira fraud typa of statutas. 

fi Aftar tha naating thai with tha Attornay Ganaral and 
othars, did you do anything alsa on this issua Tuasday 
afternoon? 

A I would think I probably want downstairs and 
continued to kick it around with Hark Richard, because 6*00 
is not usually whan I go hone. 

2 Okay. 

Than on tha 26th, there was a aeeting--aotually a 
vary large seating which a lot of people attended to try to’ 
gat tha gasa plan going. Did you have any meetings prior to 
that seating? 

I think tha record will indioata that took place 
around 2*45 in tha afternoon. 

A Yeah, we had a morning seating as wall. 

2 And was this with Hr. Cooper and nr. Reynolds? 

A Yes. I as not consulting the three pages of notes 
that I made of tha meeting that I attended. I had a 9*15 on 
the 26th with the Attorney General, Kr. Burns, Hr. Trott, 

Kr. Reynolds, Cooper, Bolton, Cribb, Kortan, K-o-r-t-a-n, 
and John Richardson. 

2 Okay. As a ganaral natter, does Kr. Burns usually 
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taka notas at thaaa aaatings? 

A Hot usually, 1 don't think. ' ^ v 

8 And at that aaating, did you disouss how tha A 

Criminal Division was going to handla this naw 
invastigation? 

A I think tha vazy first thing that was said was that 
tha Attoznay Ganaral said, "Bill, today is tha day for 
handofi to tha FBI and to tha Criainal Division.*' 

8 Is thaza anything that aada Hadnasday diffazant than 
Tuasday night? 

A I doHu 1 1 know. 

8 In othar words, whan you laft tha Attornay Ganaral 
Tuasday night, did you gat tha iwpzassion that you now had 
tha authority to go forward and invastlgata? 

A Ho. I had tha inprassion that was on hold until tha 
naxt day. 

8 Okay. So, tha naxt day is whan you aotually haazd 
of his daoision to go forward with tha criminal 
invastigation? 

A Yas. My bast raoollaotion is that I formad tha 
inprassion soaahow on Tuasday night that that was on hold 
until tha naxt day. 

8 Okay. 

A So, I would infar that tha subjact had ooaa up on 
Tuasday night. 
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d And what lilt was discussed at this meeting? 

A I believe at tha 9>15, tha composition of tha 
investigative—or axousa aa, tha prosecutive tlaa uas 
discussed, and I said I would probably go with a ooupla 
sanior paopla fron tha Public Intagrity Section, which 
handlad Spaoial Prosacutor and Indapandant Counsal aattars. 

7hara is a guy ovar thara, Bill Hendricks, who has a 
lot oi axparianoa in CIA aattars, as wall, so ha was a 
natural. I think wa put on Alan Carvar as wall, who as a 
spacial intarast spacialist, and a military background, too. 

Tha AG said ha wantad aa to parsonally suparvisa 

this in tha intarasts of spaad. Ha wantad both Jack Keeney, 

who is ay principal daputy and suparvisas tha Public s 

# 

Intagrity Seotior, and Hark Richard, who is ay sacond 
principal daputy and suparvisas tha Intarnal Sacurity and 
Intarnational Affairs Sactions, to ba involvad, and that 
Chuck Coopar would ba a aaabar of tha prosacution taaa as 
wall. So it would ba six in all. 

2 Did ha say why ha wantad Hr. Coopar to ba involvad? 

A I don't baliava ha did. 

ft Did tha Attorney Ganaral ask to ba kapt informed on 
a routine basis? 

A Oh, sura. I naan, I think that was tha point of 
having aa suparvisa it closely. It was John Richardson said 
at that neating--said if anything comas up hot, gat it to tha 
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AO immediately. 

8 Okay. 

How, was it at this meeting ox tha afternoon meeting 

A 

that it was brought up as to whathar soma facet should 
pzooaad civilly as opposed-- 

A It was at that meeting. 

8 Okay. 

A Hr. Coopaz said it was his understanding that tha 

criminal investigation would focus on tha divazsion to tha. 

contras, and that tha invastigation that ha and Hz. laynolds 

had baan conducting of tha Iran slda of tha fanca would 

procaad on a civil track, although it might throw off laads 

for tha criminal invastigation. 

% 

8 Okay. And what was tha rasponsa to that? 

A I am not sura anyona said anything. X probably gava 
nagatlva body English, bacausa X didn’t draw a distinction 
batwaan tha two. X know X wrota a question mark in my notas 
in tha margin, and tha—X don't think tha idaa was kickad 
around much aftar that. 

8 What—my notas indicate you told us at your lntarviaw 

what that that suggestion did not survive the meeting. 

A Well, it was never raised again. 

8 Okay. 

A X don't think wa kicked it to death at tha meeting. 

I think it was a trial balloon that didn’t go anywhere—that 
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is unfair to Hr. Cooper. It uas a thought that dldn 9 t go 
anywhere. 

8 Kavarthalaas# you did not aaa that as any indication 
that you shouldn't prooaad in any axaa criminally? 

A I naan no way was I going to look only at tha 
Nicaragua sida of tha fanca. 

8 Okay* 

A You know, X an trying to reaeaber. I think most 
likaly I scratched ay haad or gava sons affirmative sign 
that I found that suggestion pussling and paopla didn't 
saluta it. It was rur. up tha flagpola and not saluted. 

8 Later on than# there was a vary large seating about 
2:45 or so in tha afternoon with a case of thousands. 

A Yeah. 

8 Including soaa people froa tha FBI# Including Nr. J- 
a-a-a-r—I believe Hr. Floyd Clark was there# and others. 

Did tha Attorney General at that seating describe to thaa 
that you and Hr. Cooper would be teas leaders or leading 
this investigation—anything to that effect? 

A I don't recall a joint coaaand concept. I do 
believe it was stated that Hr. Cooper would be on the tees. 

8 Okay. Hr. Cooper testified publicly that he had the 
sense that that did not sit well with the FBI. 

A Ka# ha# ha. 

8 Does that coaport with your recollection? 
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A Yu. 

ft Okay. Has that axpcassad to you by tha FBI? 

A Yas» it was. 

t• 

ft Do you zacall who. axprassad it to you? 

A Evary FBI parson that X talkad to. 

ft Okay. 

Hhat did thay tall you? 

A Wall« it was raally aoza quastionad than tailing# 
but I think wa want aftar tha big 2*30 aaating—I think 
Coopax and X and Handxicks and Caxvax—and Hark Richard and 
Jack Kaanay want baok down to ay office with all tha FBI 
guys# ha# ha# ha# and wa sat around and nobody said too 
much# and at ona point# X think Chuck said that ha—ha 
caztainly hopad that# you know# no major actions would ba 
takan in his absanca or without hia participating# and tha 
Buraau guys just lookad at hia# and afterwards Jeff Jaaar or 
ona of tha Buraau guys askad aa» ''Ray# what is Coopax going 
to do?'• 

ft Did you zaspond? 

A X don't racall what X said. X would hava said 
soaathing lika# ''Wall# you know# ha is on tha taaa.'' 

ft Okay. So# tha FBI wantad to know basically what 
rola Coopax was going to hava in tha invastigation. 

A Yaah# X think it was strongar than that. X aaan# X 
didn't follow Chuck's public tastiaony# but if ha said thay 
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didn't saam comfortable with that, x would agraa with that. 

fi lnd did thay express why thay did feel comfortable 
with that7 > 

1 Ho, I don't think thay did. X thought at tha tiaa 
it was baoausa thay viawad him as a **political'' assistant 
10 . 

fi What is kind of olaar from tha raoocd that davalops 
is that tha FBI doas not impact anything of what thay aza 
doing, basically, to tha paopla that are.supposed to ba 
working on it. 

Did thay say anything to you at that tlma that thay 
did want to dlsouss tha datails of tha investigation with 
Mr. Coopar? 

1 X don't know whathac thay said it oc not. It was 
abundantly olaar to ma thay didn't hava to say that for me- 
to pick that up. 
fi Okay. 

Latar on, on Daoambar 1st, 1986, Hr. laynolds and 
Hr. Handrioks ma'it with Tom Oraan, who now is zapzasanting 
only Saoord. Prior to that masting, whan it was baing sat 
up, did you discuss with Hr. laynolds tha-*~tha advisability 
of his masting with Hr.— 

A Yeah, X got wind of this—X can't remember how—but X 
callad Brad, and ha calls ma back again, X think, during a 
daputias' masting, bacausa X ramambar Jack Kaanay and Vicky 
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Tungsten and maybe Nark Richard sitting right in front of aa 
whan I was talking with him, and X said, ''Look, you might 
ba a faot witnass in this whola shouting match about your 
waakand investigation, so it may not ba advisabla for you to 
go maating with counsels, and—'' this inoidantally had baan 
discussed at the 2*30 maating with tha FBI, tha advisability 
of having Tom Graan bring in Sacord for a proffar. 

Bill Handrioks had arguad against it. Raynolds had 
argued—Brad Raynolds had arguad in favor of it, but anyway, 
now this maating was going ahaad on tha first, and I urged 
Brad not to--not to have tha maating with Graan. 

Ha didn't buy ma scenario about fact witnass. Ka 
said, "Hall, isn't every FBI agent who conducts an 
interview a fact witnass, and why isn't ha debarred from 
conducting any further faot interviews7'' 

X said, ''Wall, you know, wa don't agree, but X 
think if you are going to have tha maating in a minute, you 
should have Bill Hendricks there. Handrioks is a career guy 
from tha Public Integrity Section, now Chief of tha Fraud 
Section," and Brad said, "X have no problem with that." 

£ Um-hum. What was your understanding of tha purpose 
of tha maating was to be? 

A A mini-proffer by Green as to what his client might 
have to say? 

£ Okay. 


And at that point, was it clear ha 
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raprasantad just Sacord alona, or wara you undar tha 
iaprassion ho raprasantad aora than on* of tha participantsT 
A I u not sura whan it ohangad fr owt oil thraa to just 
Saooxd in ay understanding, 
ft Thank you. 

Wall, by tha tiaa you apoka to Hr. taynolds on tha 
1st of Dacaabar, did you hava an undarstanding who Oraan 

represented?_•-_- 

A ftuite lure on tha 26th Brad said ha raprasantad aora 
than ona, but it lookad as though ha was going to hava to 
gat out for ona or tha othar. Now, tha 1st of Daoaabar 
would hava baan ay naxt businass day in tha offioa, so I 
don't know if I laarnad that in tha intaria. s 

Just in tha intarasts of ooaplatanass, aftar Z hung 
up froa talking with Hr. Kaynolds, X oallad Hr. Trott, who 
was soaawhara out of tha offioa. 8a said* ''look, I hava 
had this oonvarsation with Brad. Do you think X should go 
ovar tha cliff on it, you know, raisa it up to tha AO, pull 
it all ovar tha floor, baoausa tha way X laft it, it is 
going to go ahaad, but with Xandrioks* present.' # 

And Stava said, ''Yeah, that is probably 
survivabla.'' 

ft Did Hr. Raynolds giva any afiixaativa raasons for 
wanting to ba part of this aaating? 


995 


A Wall, ha had arguad in tha Kovaabar 25 aftarnoon 
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meeting that sometimes you oan gat more at tha baginning 
than you oan after a position freeze, which is true# and Hr. 
Handrioks had azguad that you don't want to hava somabody i 
come in before you oan intaliigantiy cross-examine than and 
tall you thair stories, baoausa than later# you gat so you 
know your oasa, and you want to ask them questions# and thay 
tall you# ''Look# I alzaady told you ay whola story*'# and 
that is also true. 

ft But what zaasons did Hr. Reynolds give for hiasalf 
wanting to partioipata in tha meeting? 

A Tha impression I got was that ha thought ha could 
advanca tha ball. I ptassad hia pratty hard# and his 
rasponsa was tha ona I just related about tha FBI agents and 
tha fact— 

ft Did ha aantion at any tiaa that ha had a long¬ 
standing ralationship with Hr. Groan? 

A Ho, I don't think I knaw that. 

ft Okay. 

For tha racozd# you ara tha parson that draftad tha 
application for Indapandant Counsel* is that oorraot? 

A Yes. 

ft Okay. Colonal North, in his testimony# which you 
may hava missed— 

A I missed it. 

ft You ware luoky, but made much ado about the fact 
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that ha vts the only person atntlontd in tha application fox 
Independent Counsal, a fao* which apparently ranklad him a 
bit. Do you recall any oonsoiouo daoision to only put hit 

A 

naaa in tha application? 

A Hall, I guaas tha xaason Z atartad with hi* was a 
feeling that if thaxa was anybody who knew what was going on 
hacii it was ha. 

Now, tha naxt quastion is, why not thxow in 
Poindaxtax and a bunoh of othar paopla? Tha answax to that 
is, wa waca a little shoxt on facts at tha tiaa this was 
baing dxaftad, which was on tha night of Daoaabax 1. 

So, you didn't know axaotly what Adaixal Poindaxtax 
had dona, in othax words? v; 

A That is oorxaot. - 

a- 

fi Okay. Did you hava anybody alsa in tha governaant 
in wind? 

A Hall, no. X aaan, ay thought was, lot's draft it 
broadly and lot tha facts taka us whaxa thay will. 

8 I guass, than, ay quastion is, than why did you add 
Colonal North at allT 

A I guass to giva oohtaxt. I hava baan involved in a 
coupla of thasa things bafora and nona of thaa with no 
naaas. 

8 Has thara any dlsousslon in any of tha drafts that 
wara circulated to add aoxa naaas or to dalata his naaa? 
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A I don't raoall althar of thosa ohangas balng raisad. 

Thaza uara a lot of—thara was a lot of discussion about 
adding aora violations or subtcaotlng violations. .« 

fi Would it ba normal prooaduza in drafting such an 
application to add paopla who aran't in tha govarnmant as 
posslbla co-conspirators? 

A It has happanad in a numbar of casas. 

fi Okay. 

,d y o u glva—an y tho ughtthan-to- adding Mx^—Saooxd- 

or Mr. Hakim or— 

A Oh* no. This is Dacambar 1. I don't think I was 
that for along in tarms of knowladga. 

G By tha way* did you avar racalva Nr. Coopar's ndtas 
that ha had takan at tha intarvlaws ovar tha waakand 
inquiry? 

A Ko. I hava navar saan than. 

ft Did you avar ask for tham? 

A I don't baliava so. 

& Did you avar saa Mr. Xlohardson's notas of tha Xorth 
intarviaw? 

A I hava navar saan tham. 

Q So* you navar actually xaoaivad any notas from 
anyona takan that waakand) is that oorraot? 

A That is right. 

fi Okay. 
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A I became awact that thay had given theiz notes to 
tha FBI. 

2 Okay. Waza you awaza that tha FBI had oz was going 
to intazviaw Admizal Poindaxtaz? 

A Yas. 

2 Okay. Did thay zelate to you tha outcome of that 
intazviaw? 

A Xo.- 

2 Has thaza soma discussion oz oonoazn about Fawn Hall 
and, whathaz sha had zatainad an attoznay oz had baan 
oontaotad by tha FBI? 

A Thaza was soma discussion about haz having zatainad 
Plato Caohezis# who was looking foz immunity# and I recall 
Jeff Jamaz and myself both balng fzustzatad by ouz Inability 
duzing tha pzalimlnazy invastigation phasa of—an Indapandant 
Counsel casa aithaz to gzant immunity oz to issua subpoenas# 
because as I looked at it# sha would have baan a zed hot 
candidate foz immunity on day one in a gazdan vaziaty 
cziminal Invastigation# but wa waza hamstzung. 

8 Did anyone else step fozwazd othaz than haz attoznay 
and Hz. Gzaan? 

A Yeah# thaza was a guy named Shazwyn Hazkman oz 
Hazkham# who called me fzom Switaazland# who wanted to coma 
in and speak on behalf of Wlllazd Zuckaz and somebody else. 

I think thay might have baan Amazloan lawyazs in 
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Switzaxland. 

2 Do you xaaaabax who thay wort? 

A Ho is icon Hogan and Haxtson. 

A 

0 Yiti but who tha othaxs wax# in Switzaxland? 

A Xo, I don't, but X should hava notas of that. Thaxa 
was Uillaxd Zuokax and soia company which latax aada tha 
naws-~soaa Sooiata Anoniaaa. 

fi Was it CFP fox shoxt? 

A X think so. 

2 Whaxa did Kx. Maxkaan work? 

A This is on Dacaabax 9. Hall, by that tiaa, wa had 
fHad oux applioation fox Indapandant Counsal. X think that 
was filad on tha 4th. So, ha oaaa in with John Kaanay,^Jx., 
Jack's son—Jack xacusad hiasalf, obviously—xapxasanting 
thasa witnassas fxoa Switzaxland, and tha phona aassaga X 
had, ox itayba it was tha aassaga givan to aa thxough ay 
assistant, Haxk Robinson, was that thasa paopla wantad to 
shad light on a whola axtxaoxdinaxy wab ox tangla of avants 
in Switzaxland dasignad to aaka it sound as appatising as 
possibla. 

Shoxtly bafoxa tha aaatlng, X concludad that X 
should not aaat with thaa, baoausa—supposa thay aantionad 
tha woxd ''iaaunity. 11 Than thay aight latax faal that thay 
had nagotiatad iaaunity with tha Cxiainal Division whila tha 
application fox an Indapandant Counsal was panding. " 
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So, X optad out of tha aaating and sat thaa down—X 
baliava with ths FBI alona« 

ft Ind would thasa hava baan tha FBZ agants who wara 

a 

than asslgnad to tha Xndapandant Counsal staff? 

A Yaah, tha Chinasa Vail at tha Buraau.had alcaady had 
alraady baan astabllshad, and thabclafingthat tha Buraau* 
gava—gava us on—X guass it was Daoaabar 1st, Hail Davass was 
tha—yaah, had a 4»05 aaating on Daoaabar 1st, and this was a 
auoh-postponad briafing by tha FBI. 

And it was olaar to aa that thay wars holding tha 
cards olosa to tha invastigatlon and just tailing us tha 
^catagorias and subjaot aattar haadlngs of thalr 
invastigatlon without any of tha aaat, which X aust sayS'X 
found approprlata. 

That did bothar aa, bacausa wa all knaw an 
Xndapandant Counsal was ooaing down tha road within a aattar 
of days. 

ft So, you navar haard of tha outcoaa of thalr aaating 
with Jack Kaanay,<Jr», or Hr. Harkaan? 

A Corraot. 

ft Vara*' you awara of any afforts on tha part of Brandan 
Sullivan to contact aithar tha Attornay Ganaral or tha 
Prasidant on bahalf of Colonal North? 

A No, X don't think so. 


1145 
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Hat thara any dlsousslon—obviously *fiar November 
25—of giving Colonal North Immunity—oz discussing tha 
possibility oi a pardon whan it was all said and dona? 

a 

A Thara was soia discussion oi immunity on oz around 
December 16. Tha topic caaa up in tha iozm oi a question as 
to what wa would do ii tha Housa and/or Sanata committees 
did vota laaunity ior Colonal North or Adairal Poindexter 
pursuant to 18 USC 6005 or whatavar tha statuta is. 

fi Okay. And who was that discussion with? 

A Wall* 1 thought it was a non-starter as an idaa. X 
was violantly opposed* but in a conversation with Nr. Trott* 
I learned that consideration was being given to going—into 
having tha Department oi Justice go along with immunitysior 
those two individuals* on tha theory that this isn't fl a 
real'' immunity. It is only "limited" Immunity. 

X button-hqled tha Attorney General at his Christmas 
party and this conversation occurred whatavar data that 
was—X think it was tha 16th* and said* "look* on this 
quastion oi immunity ior North and Polndaxtar* be advised 
that tha government's burden aitar immunity is granted to 
show an absence oi taint is a vary heavy one. 

Tha Kastigar* K-a-s-t-i-g-a-r* taint problem is a 
vary severe one* and li Immunity is granted at this stage* 
it might vary wall render impossible any prosecution oi 
Colonal North or Admiral Poindexter* and I don't think it is 
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a good idaa. 

ft And what did tha Attorney Qanazal say? 

A It was inoonolusiva. I maan, this is In a soon w^th 
200 paopla and it was, you know, a real not-to-do-anything- 
pzaoipitous and wa-will-taka-avazything-into-oonsidazation. 
Tha raquast I aada of him was that I would Ilka to ba haard 
bafora this Is dona, and ha said that I can ba, parlod. 

ft Okay. 

A And ha didn't saam, you know, ovarwhalmlngly 
ooamlttad to tha Idaa, althaz. It was just somathlng that 
had ooaa up on tha plata. 

ft kali, at that tlma, thaza waza public zapozts that 
tha Whlta Housa was tzying to push Congzass In that v 
dizaotion. 

A I think that Is zight. 

ft Okay. 

So, this was a discussion of whathaz oz not tha 
Dapaztmant of Justioa was going to appzova that oz go along 
with that oz suppozt that-- 

A light. 

ft --push. 

A Which was not an idla question, slnoa wa hava an 
oppoztunity to opposa it undaz tha statuta. 

ft Okay. 

A And this was bafoza Judga Walsh had baan appointad. 
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Z think I also aryuad to tho A8 it would bi doubly 

inappropriata ior us to axarolsa an authority whioh would 

balong at laast in part oi tha Indapar.dant Counsal within a 

a 

mattar oi days. 

ft Did anybody at tha Dapartaint oi Justica, including 
tha Attornay Ganaral, axpran tha opposite viaw, that it 
would ba good ior than to raoaiva immunity? 

A Hall* I am just trying to ramambar whathar--! 
ramambar tha Attornay Qanaral at soma point making a public 
statamant along tha linas that this immunity is limitad and 
not total# but I can't ramambar whan that was* whathar it 
was aitar this happanad or whathar it was back in--back in 
Daoambar. s - 

1st ma just think whathar anyona in tha—I think it 
is possibla that ona or two of tha many paopla Z discussad 
this with may hava said that in thair viaw* it was mora 
important to gat tha story out ior tha good oi tha country 
than it was to prasarva tha option oi prosacuting North and 
Poindaxtar. 

ft Do you racall who that may hava baan? 

A Possibly Jack Kaanay, although Z am not sura. Z 
was—you know, stalking around waving my arms, and ha may 
hava baan trying to slow ma down. 

ft Ara thara any othar things that you think wa should 
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A Thera Has a part B to your question which was# did Z 
avar haar any disoussion of a pardon for North? 

fi Oh# yas. , 

A I haard tha word onoa. A fallow from tha Vioa 
President's offioa# C. B. Gray# who is a social friand of 
nine# callad aa up on two aattars. Ona# a--I think Criainal 
Division Christaas party that Z had invitad hia to# but two# 
ha had soaa question relating to Fifth Aaandaant and waiver 

involving Colonel North# and Z reneaber saying to hia# 

^ * 

''Look# Z aa not advising anybody about anything. Wa are in 
total conflict position hare# but you know you people should 
be vary careful how you talk to Hr. North or his lawyer# 99 
and Z raaaabar C. B. saying# yeah# that people will cone 
back and say it was all a big deal for a pardon. 

Having worked though the Watergate years# the word 
leapt out at ne. 

Q Are there any other things that you think we should 
cover in this that Z didn't ask? We obviously skipped over 
a lot of meetings and things that you participated in# but Z 
sort of just wanted to hit the main points. 

please feel free at this point to put anything on 
the record that you think tha committee should be aware of. 

A No. 

& Okay. 

EXAHZNATZON ON BEHALF OF THE SENATE SELECT COHHZTTSE 
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BY Ml. HoGOUGH* 

ft Okay, Hr. Wald, at ona point you rafazrad to 
discussions at a staff naating ragaxdlng who la going to 
spaak to tha prais about Iranian aattars, and this was in 
tha oontaxt of tha Evans casa. 

Po you raoail approximately whan that took plaoa? 

A Yaah, I think it would hava baan batwaan tha 10th 
and tha 17th, probably closar to tha 10th of Movaabar. It 
was tha first tins Iran had bubblad up to ay conscious, and 
tha quastion was, wall, what should tha Unitad Statas 
Attornay say whan tha prass baglns to ask thaa, you know, 

■'Ara you casas going to survlva or ara thay all going to 
fall baoauaa of what tha Adalnistration has baan doing? 41 

2 You nantionad that on Friday—gat ay datas oonfusad 
soaatiaas—but Friday, Kovaabar 21, which would hava baan a 
Friday, you askad a aaabar of tha Public Intagzlty Saotion, 
Jarry HoDowall, to look into possibla crialnal violations, 
and that was, I ballava, tha saaa aorning that you 
indicatad, too, at tha staff aaating, that you thought tha 
Crialnal Division ought to ba involvad in tha invastlgatlon. 

A Mall, that I thought that tha Crialnal Division 
ought to ba involvad in gatting tha answars for tha notion 
in Kaw York. 

2 ligh+, and I guass that raally brings up ay 


1270 


quastion, which is at tha tiaa of tha staff aaatlng and tha 
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tine of your stuff ■sating/ did you have any inkling or any 
belief, any--wall, any baliaf or Inkling there sight ba 
criminal activity involvad, not on tha Evans slda of tha 

A 

■attar# but on tha Iranian initiativa slda of tha oasa? 

A Hell, I think tha reason I put tha quastlon to 
McDowell must hava baan with a view to our rasponsibllitias 
undar tha Indapandant Counsal statute. Z don't Ilka to sit 
around waiting for a referral. If thara are natters 
publicly reported that sight possibly support or sight 
possibly constitute •'sufficient grounds to investigate a 
parson covered by the Indapandant Counsal Act has cosslttad 
a Federal offense,'• so I wanted Jerry just to taka a quick 
look to sea whether thara was sosa obvious crlsinal v 

possibility in tha Iranian initiative as reported, because 
if so, I wanted to know it. 

fi Hhat, if anything, about tha Iranian initiativa 
suggested to you thara night ba crlsinal activity? Let's 
taka events out of it for a second. I view tha Evans 
situation as being different from tha Iranian initiativa 
itself, and it saans to na what was it about tha Iranian 
initiativa that— 

A I as having trouble reconstructing how such was in 
tha press by November 21, but if tha press accounts had 
reported that this was being dona on an unofficial basis or 
with private sorts, and thara ware, you known, phony 
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manifasts on shipmants* that would ba a 1001 or possibly an 
axport violation. 

Again* that is spaoulativa sinca X oan't ramambar 
what was in tha prass* but that is ona possibility. 

ft But at laast whan you spoka to Hr. HoDowall* thara 
was sona thought you night hava that thara night ba soaa 
criminal activity on that sida of tha aquation. 

A Thara must hava baan* or X wouldn't hava put tha 
quastion. I racall a faaling of lack of knowladga on ay 
part that waak* which X think is what lad to tha slightly 
frustratad tona with which X said at tha morning naating* 
you know* X don't think avan this invastigativa fact finding 
work on tha Evans casa should ba dona without Criminal qnd 
FBI* so X wantad Jarry to* you know* giva ma soaa comfort 
thara. 

ft At tha staff naating that morning* givan that you 
had this staff aaating tha naxt morning* did you axprass tha 
Criminal Division's intarast in thosa tarms? I maan* lat na 
back up for a minuta. X baliava you said at tha staff 
naating* you said* ''Na hava got this Evans casa* and wa 
hava got somabody invastigating this Xran initlativa and tha 
sama parson ought to ba doing both* so thay can maka tha 
affidavits and tha propar raprasantation in tha Evans 
casa. 11 

Did you* in addition to that* say* ''and thara may 
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be so** original activity on tha Iran initiativa side''? 

A T don't think I did. I wouldn't avan fix tha data 
of my raquast to HoDowall as having baan Friday tha 21st, 
dxcapt that ha and I lataz had soma by-play about whathar 
tha raquast had coma ovar on a Friday or a Monday. 

Turnad out to ba a Friday. And it could concaivably 
ba Friday tha 14th. But in othar words, Z hava no mamozy of 
asking Mr. McDowell on any particular day. But I did ask 
him for quick and dirty, and tha fact that Joanna Faizington 

f 

got to it on Saturday tha 22nd suggasts to ma that it was 
probably Friday tha 21st. 

ft All right. And Miss Fairington's memorandum was 
dated tha 22nd, as you recall? 

A In hand. 

ft In hand on tha 22nd. 

A Thera is a handwritten data of tha 22nd on it. 

ft Okay. 

Did tha Attorney General aver ask you at any time 
prior to November 26 to brainstorm tha Iranian situation and 
sea if there are any criminal violations in it? 

A No. 

Q so that Hiss Fairington's memorandum was dona 
independent of any requests— 

A That was ma on my own hook. Thera was one othar 
thing that tha Attorney General did ask ma to do, which was 
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1346 

to got further lnfoznatlon about tha Evans can, I think I 


1347 

should put this on tha record, in fairnass to tha Attorney 


1348 

General, who tha dafandants were, brinj ovaz a copy of tha 


1349 

indictment, and I did. 


1350 

I had Joa Tafa from Internal Saouzity bzing that 


1351 

ovaz, and I gava it to John Richardson sonatina shoztly 


1352 

bafoza Kovaiabaz 17, so if I laft tha impression aazliaz that 


1353 

tha Attoznay Ganazal was puzpozting to opina on tha Evans 


1354 

casa without knowing anything noza than the nana of tha 


1355 

oasa, that is not quite aoouzata. Ha did hava tha papazs. 


1356 

£ You indicatad that aftaz tha pzass oonfazanoa on tha 


1357 

25th, you nat with—fizst with Hark Richard and than with Hz. , 


1358 

Coopaz, and Hz. Coopaz gava you sona ohzonology and a 


1359 

briefing on sona of tha facts. 


1360 

Did Hz. Coopaz nantion to you that ha had also baan 


136 1 

looking into possibla ozininal violations? 


1362 

A Ko, I don’t think so. 


1363 

£ So that any discussion of--wall, strike that. 


1364 

Did you avaz discuss with tha Attoznay General what 


1365 

Hr. Cooper's roles could be on tha investigative taan? You 


1366 

indicatad at tha naating on tha 26th, ha said Hz. Coopaz 


1367 

will be a nanbaz of tha prosecution team, but didn't say why 


1368 

at that tine. 


1369 

Did you every discuss with him Hz. Cooper's zola on 


1370 

that tean? 
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A Ko. I don't think so. X u just trying to think 
whether I questioned that at the meeting ox not. I have a 
din nemory oi a little bit of back and forth, but then the * 
conclusion being, okay, let's do it this way. 

Q And shortly thereafter it was that the FBI expressed 
some reservation to you about his participation? 

A Wore by deed than word, but it washed out because it 
wound up that the entire prosecutive team was not getting 
infornation out of the FBI, and Bill Hendricks called over 
for reports on this and that. They weren't coning over, and 
it's not that the FBI doesn't trust Bill Hendricks, just 

w they knew they were going to have a new prosecutor in a 
few days, and as I said earlier, I think they behaved 
appropriately. 

fi I guess really following up on that, or naybe you 
answered it iaplicitly, were there ever any steps taken to” 
renove Mr. Cooper fron the prosecution team, or did the 
issue simply moot itself? 

A I think it just dropped out. There may have been 
meetings held, you know, between Carver and Hendricks on the 
one hand, and brick agents as opposed to supervisory agents 
on the— 

2 But not at your level. 

A You mean with me, but not Cooper--no. 

2 Did you at some point become familiar with a case 
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arising In the Southern District of Florida undar Ltoi, 
Kellnor, K-e-l-l-n-o-r, and relating to an investigation 
into allagad violations of tha Neutrality Act# and in '* 
particular 11 it had coita to your attention, it night have 
coma to your attantion through press accounts indicating 
that tha investigation had teen postponed or stalled by the 
Attorney General— 

A This was the one where Lowell Jensen and the 
Attorney General were supposed to have called Kellnor up? 

£ That is right. 

A Yeah, I read about that in the press, and I feel 
that one phone call from Kellnor on the topic—as best I can 
renenber, he was violently denying that this had occurred. 

Ha said he felt middled by these press accounts and that his 
personal integrity was on the line, and he was demanding 
that the Department, in its next public pronouncement on 
some topic—I can't remember what issue or statement—to the 
effect that these conversations never occurred. 

£ Which conversation? 

A The alleged conversations between Jensen and the AG 
and Kellnor. 

£ What did you do about that request? 

A Well, I think possibly it was in the context of a 
letter to Judge Walsh, the Independent Counsel. This night 
have put it into January, and the question was whether this 
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statement regarding, you know—the statement regarding those 
conversations would be somehow included in this letter to 
Judge Walsh, and 1 recall telling Leon Kellnor that I 

A 

thought the letter had to go, and we couldn't, you know, 
comment on a fragment of the evidence of comment on 
something that wasn't even a fragment of the evidence. He 
had to just send the letter. 

2 And did you ultimately send the letter? 

A Yeah, it was for Trott's signature, as all the 
letters to Judge Walsh were. But I think it went—it was 
about the Posey case, and I not sure of—and I think-- 

2 The case we are referring to has gone under a lot of 
names, but Posey may have been one of the people Involved. 

rid you ever conduct within your own Division or 
elsewhere any independent investigation or investigations to 
determine exactly what happened in that case? 

A You know, I—I believe that Jack Keaney has had 
t e l ep hon e conver s a t ion s r maybe e ven tak e n -aotion^ Ki^th—=— = 
respect to that. The lion's share of the dealings with Leon 
on this matter have been conducted by Jack Keaney. There 
was at one point something that happened involving a 
subpoena by the Customs Service. 

I would place this probably in December of *86, 
where Leon had a subpoena out, but it was so broad that it 
swept into Judge Walsh's territory and Jack told him. 
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1446 

9 'Look# you ought to trim this so you don't stop on the 


1447 

Independent Counsel's, tows, 1 • end soeehow thet got beok to 


1446 

Leon es •'You heve to close down the entice case#’ 9 or a 

- 

1449 

something like thet: ~ 


1450 

It was a misunderstanding# later cleared up# so that 


1451 

was action taken by the Criminal Division that would have 


1452 

had some Impact In Florida. 


1453 

ft When you read these newspaper articles and fielded 


1454 

this call from Hr. Kellnor# did you at that point attempt to 


1455 

get up to speed on what had happened? Did you talk to Hark 


1456 

Richard# for example# about the case? 


1457 

A I think Keaney# for some reason# was my designee on 


1458 

^ * 

this one. He dealt with Leon on the trip between Southern 


1459 

District of Florida and the Independent Counsel. There were 


1460 

two cases In the Southern District of Florida which was 


1461 

quite anxious for the Independent Counsel to take over# but 
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I couldn't blow them past Annie Callson# who is the FBI 
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Agent working for Judge Walsh. 


1464 

And one of them# X think the Independent Counsel may 


1465 

have changed his mind on# but I can’t recall. Anyhow#? that 


1466 

is the context in which Kellnor rose—in which these cases 


1467 

rose to my attention. Whether or not they were going to 


1468 

Independent Counsel— 


1469 

ft Did you ever speak to Hark Richard about the 


1470 

allegations ? 

* 

i 
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A Util, if they involve gun-running, I probably did# 
yeah. I naan# thara is tha Posay oasa, something oallad 
Corbo, a oasa oallad Garcia. Thara is tha oasa about tha 

A 

guy who tastifiad yesterday, Morales, and I hava haard all 
thosa naiti. 

I would think I probably did talk to Richard about 
it. At anothar tine, I aithar askad or had Vioky Tungstan 
ask Laon for a synopsis of all tha allagations paopla hava 
nada about gun running or improper oonduot by paopla 
Involved in his cases down thara# and ha sent something up, 
so that is something else that tha Criminal Division did. 

2 All right. Z guass whan you say you spoke to Mr. 
Richard about tha allagations and aantionad allegationssby 
Corbo and Garcia— 

A I can't remember who Corbo is. 

2 I understand. Hhat I really meant was, did you 
speak to Hr. Richard about the allagations that the case had 
bean slowed or stalled by anyone in DOJ? 

A I think I would have bean more likely to have spoken 
to Hr. Keeney about that, because that would be a Public 
Integrity matter. 

2 So# the answer is no# you don't recall talking to 
Hr. Richardson. All I can do is ask you if you recall 
??A*king to Mark Richard about those allegations. 

A If it is a gun-running case--I rely on my senior 
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deputies all the tine foe Keeney and Richard. 

ft I want ay question to ba clear ao tha zaooxd nekes 

> v V N 

sona sense. ill I aa xaally asking Is# do you xaoall.ever 
spanking to Mr. Richard about tha allagatlons that soaaona 
in tha Department of Justice had stallad or slowad down 
Kallnor's invastigatlon in that oasa? 

A X +hink I aust have discussed it with ona of ay 
depucias# baoausa X wouldn't hava lat it sit thara. X don't 
raoall discussing it.with any of thaa in particular. X 
racall raoaiving tha inpression that tha thing had baan 
lookad into and laid to rast# that thara wara thraa AUSAs 
who had sworn aighty oaths that it navar happanad# words to 
that aifaot. v 

8 Do you racall any discussion with Hr. Richard about 
his own conversations with Hr. Kellnor on tha casa? That 
is# Did Hr. Richard avar say# ''Yes# X hava spoken to Leon 
about this aattar on a nunbar of occasions''? 

A I an just drawing a black on Richard about this 
casa# but if it is gun running# it nay wall ba. 

8 Do you racall discussing this oasa# in particular- 
tha allegations that tha oasa was slowad or postponed# with 
hr. Trott or tha Attorney General? 

A Ko# X an quite sues X didn't discuss it with Trott# 
and X an certain X navax disoussad it with Hr. Haase. 

8 And lust to conplata tha sat# hava you avax 
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discussed this oas* with Lowell Jensen? 

A X©. 

2 Does tha Criminal Division hava any policy or 
standards for briefing or—describing tha typas of oasas in 
which tha XSC would ba brlafad on an investigation? 

A I would just ba guidad by what Hark Richard told na 
on that. 

• 2 You ara not familiar with any criteria? 

A You naan wrlttan down? 

£ Either written or pracadantial. 

A Wall, X an davaloping sons knowledge about that, but 
at this point, I would ba vary much guidad by Mr. Richard 
and John Martin iron tha Internal Security Section. 

2 In your tenure as Assistant Attorney General, have 
you aver cone across a case in which a briefing has bean 
given to the XSC, special briefing to the XSC? 

A Yes. 

2 Without--I don't want to obviously panetrate--I don't 
want to penetrate any departments I an not entitled to— 

A Don't worry. If I told you I would blow up. 

2 Can you give ne any indication what triggered the 
briefing to the XSC, what it was about the case or cases 
that caused the Department to brief the XSC? 

A Extremely sensitive foreign policy. Relations with 
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Q I think that Is all 1 hava. 

A You know, Z an—I sansa that I an forgetting 
sonathlng that nay hava happened. Lot na tall you ona ot^er 
thing 1 renenbar about Hark Richard which nay ralata to this 
oasa of Kallnor's that I draw a blank on all tha tina. 

Thara was an MSC naating that Hark ones nantlonad to 
na that ha had attandad which night hava baan on this casa. 

I don't know. And Colonal Xorth was thara. And Mark 
nantlonad to na that ha had forgotten that ha attandad it 
until nuch latar, but mayba that has sonathlng to do with 
this casa of Kallnor's. 

MR. MeGOUGH * Okay, that's all I hava. 

V- ' 

MR. BUCK* I don't hava any questions. 

MS. XAUGHTON> I hava ona nora. 

EXAMIXATIOK OX BEHALP OP THE HOUSE SELECT COMMITTEE 

BY MS. XAUGHT0K* 

£ Getting back 'irow to tha 24th of Xovenber, on that 
Monday whan you racaivad tha phono call fron tha Attornay 
General, did you at sona point latar tall Stava Trott about 
it? In othar words, did you discuss with hln or tha AG 
calnly on holding off on tha Iran arms invastlgation? 

A kail, lot's sea. Trott had baan prasant on tha 
21st, so ha know ny view. 

£ How—can you tall na sonathlng about his 

participation in that naating that nakas you sura that ha 
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was thara? 

A I raoall him looking at mm with surprisa tha way ha 
doai whan—this is my infaranoa—whan ha thinks mayba I h^va 
stappad out a littla bit. 

No# I do not raoall tailing trott tha AG oallad aa 
and said# it is no aooidant that Criainal is out of this. 

whola thing wouTV hava baan oOartakan by avants tha naxt 
day# baoausa by tha aftarnoon of tha 25th# Criminal was in. 

2 But you say your daputias wara prasant during tha 
phona call; corraot? 

A Yas. 

2 Did you ralata what tha Attornay Ganaral had told 
you to than? 

A Yas. 

2 Has thara any discussion of that? 

A Yaah# Nark Richard thought it was crazy. But ha and 

I hnva baan tailing aach othar ior a waak that it didn't_ 

naka sansa to hava tha AG doing tha invastigation. Both 
thasa calls that happanad during daputias' aaatings thara 
was soaa discussion of— 

2 Okay. Has Hr. Kaanay thara? 

A Yas# I think so. 

2 Did ha hava any coaaant about it? 

A Z would think that it would hava baan nagativa. It 
night hava baan just a# you know# facial awprassion. 
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HS. NAUGHTON> I think that is it. 

BY HS. NAUGHTON* 

fi Oh. The situation whan you described giving a 
briafing to tha HSC> did that briefing involva Olivaz Nozth 
oz Admiral Poindexter? 

A No. 

& Did tha subjaot natter involva aithaz Izan oz 
Nioaz&gua? 

A No. X am not avan sura that that briaiing has 
ooourrad as wa sit hare, but tha guastion has cone up at 
high lavals. 

HS. NAUGHTON* All right. Thank you. 

[Hhazaupon, at 4*00 p.n.» tha taking of tha s * 
deposition was concluded.] 
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Chairman Inouye, Chairman Hamilton, Members and Counsel of 
these Committees: 

I welcome this opportunity to come before these Committees 
and assist in your review of this Administration's Iranian policy 
initiatives, as well as other activities aimed at providing 
funding for the Freedom Fighters in Nicaragua. A number of 
witnesses have preceded me and provided an accounting of the 
policy decisions that were and were not made, and have described 
efforts undertaken for the ostensible purpose of furthering those 
policies. As I join the witnesses before you, it might be useful 
to address what I see as the larger perspective of these hearings 
before turning to the specifics of my limited involvement in 
certain events. 

As a threshold matter, it is important to understand that 
the Constitution commits to the President the conduct of United 
States' foreign affairs, just as it gives to the Congress certain 
responsibilities for the formulation of our country's foreign 
policy. The strategic initiative regarding Iran was the 
President's policy. Providing assistance to the Freedom 
Fighters, within the constraints of the law, was and is also the 
President's policy. The President has taken full responsibility 
for these policies. He has already said that mistakes were made 
in their implementation, and it is clear as well that he neither 
approved nor knew about the diversion of funds from the Iranian 
arms transfers to the democratic forces in Central America. 
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To the extent one may disagree with the President's 
policies, there are appropriate ways of making that disagreement 
known. In regard to the mistakes that were made in implementing 
the President's policies, the President has already taken steps 
to correct those problems and he continues to work to ensure that 
they will never happen again. In regard to any possible illegal 
conduct by anyone involved in various aspects of this matter, an 
independent counsel has been appointed and is investigating. Let 
us not forget that Congress, in enacting the Independent Counsel 
statute, gave to him the responsibility as much to exonerate as 
to prosecute, depending upon the state of the evidence and the 
legal conclusions that it compels. 

The Administration has thoroughly cooperated with the 
Independent Counsel and will continue to do so. Whatever legal 
questions there may be concerning the constitutionality of the 
Independent Counsel statute, there should be no doubt about the 
wisdom of seeking an independent counsel in this instance. 

Indeed, to preclude possible adverse court rulings, I gave Judge 
Walsh a parallel appointment within the Department of Justice to 
ensure that his investigation would continue uninterrupted to its 
completion. It is imperative, both in fairness to the 
independent counsel and to those individuals who have been 

involved in the Iran-Contra matter, that his efforts not be 

__ 

prejudged or impeded. 
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With those preliminary observations, let me turn to my 
participation in the events you are reviewing. As the Attorney 
General of the United States, it is, of course, one of my 
responsibilities to serve as the nation’s chief law enforcement 
officer. In that capacity, I am privileged to assist the 
President in making sure that the laws of the United States are 
faithfully executed. In addition, as prescribed in the Judiciary 
Act of 1789 which created the office of attorney general, I am 
assigned the responsibility of providing legal advice and 
opinions to the President on such matters and at such times as he 
directs. Further, the Attorney General is, and has since 1791 
been, a member of the President's Cabinet, and thus has the 
distinctly separate role as one of the general advisors to the 
President and the Executive Branch. My exposure to the 
Iran-Contra matter was not confined to any one of those areas of 
responsibilities, but from time-to-time touched them all. I 
believe one can better appreciate my limited role in the events 
of the period by understanding in which of the several capacities 
I was approached for advice and assistance. 

Some eight months ago, the President asked me, as his 
principal legal advisor, to develop a factual overview of the 
events related to the Iranian initiative. During that hectic 
weekend in November, 1986, we were able to piece together a basic 
outline of what is now known as the Iran-Contra story, which has 
been essentially validated during the extensive investigations 
which have occurred since. 
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I mention this because after many months of televised 
hearings and intensive press coverage, some might understandably 
have difficulty recalling that, as we embarked on our fact 
finding inquiry on November 21, few inside or outside the 
government understood the true nature and scope of the Iran 
matter, let alone knew of the many details of all related 
activities and events. I certainly had no such knowledge. 

My first exposure to the Iran initiative was in reality 
rather brief. I recall on January 7, 1986, being asked to attend 
a meeting with the President in the Oval Office along with the 
Secretaries of State and Defense, the Vice President, the White 
House Chief of Staff, the Director of Central Intelligence, 
the National Security Assistant, and perhaps one other member of 
the NSC staff. Parenthetically, let me state that my calendar 
shows — and I have been told by others — that on the previous 
day the Deputy Attorney General, Lowell Jensen, and I met with 
Lieutenant Colonel Oliver North who gave us a short briefing on 
an Iranian initiative. I do not specifically remember that 
meeting. 

At the meeting on January 7th in the President's office. 
Admiral Poindexter and Director Casey raised the proposed Iran 
initiative. As described, the initiative involved overtures to 
"more moderate" elements in Iran and the cultivation of a 
relationship that could, in the future, be to the geopolitical 
advantage of the United States. The proposal was also described 
as possibly helping to end the long Iran-Iraq war. The 
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initiative was also seen as a means for decreasing Iranian 
sponsorship of terrorism, forestalling Soviet designs on the 
area, and gaining Iranian assistance for the release of the 
Americans being held hostage in the Middle East. We discussed 
Israeli suggestions concerning the initiative, especially 
concerning a transfer of arms from the United States and 
assistance in the release of hostages from Iran as a means of 
establishing with each side the good faith of the other. One 
legal issue that was raised concerned the appropriate ^statutory 
authority for an arms transfer as part of the strategic 
initiative. I was present at the meeting both as the Presidents 
legal advisor and as a member of the Cabinet. Based on my 
familiarity with a 1981 opinion by Attorney General William 

French Smith, I concurred with the view of Director Casey that it 

v 

would be legal for the President to authorize arms transfers 
pursuant to the National Security Act. 

Admiral Poindexter and Director Casey favored the 
initiative; Secretary Shultz and Secretary Weinberger opposed it. 
My own counsel was that, while very close, the benefits seemed to 
outweigh the risks, especially since I had the impression that a 
time frame of 30 to 60 days was contemplated and that the risks 
were, therefore, short-term. 
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It is my recollection that the meeting included a brief 
discussion that a presidential finding would be necessary because 
of the proposed involvement of the Central Intelligence Agency, 

1 believe there was also a discussion of the necessity of 
notifying Congress and the legality of delaying that notification 
because of t^e extreme hazard to the hostages and others, I do 
not recall anyone at the meeting arguing in favor of immediate 
notification. With regard to the legality of the delay, I do 
recall stating that I believed a short delay was appropriate but 
wanted to examine the statute before I agreed that such a 
postponement would be permissible. At the conclusion of the 
meeting, the President decided that the project was worth 
pursuing and directed Admiral Poindexter and Director Casey to 
proceed. 

I should add parenthetically that it was not my 
understanding at that meeting that anyone was discussing an 
arms-for-hostages transaction, or that the President understood 
the proposal in those terms. Quite the contrary, no deals were 
to be made with any of the groups who had taken or were holding 
American hostages. The President was firm on this point. A 
limited number of defensive weapons were to be sold to certain 
Iranians to demonstrate the United States* good faith. They, in 
turn, as a display of their good faith, were to negotiate 
separately with forces in Lebanon for the return of the American 
hostages. No direct dealings with the hostage-takers nor the 
payment of any type of ransom were ever contemplated. 
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Following the January 7 meeting and over the next ten days, 

I attended one or possibly two follow-up meetings which included 
Director Casey, Admiral Poindexter, CIA General Counsel Sporkin 
and me. The one meeting I most clearly recall occurred on 
January 16, 1986. I believe Secretary Weinberger also attended 
at least part of that meeting. We discussed section 501 of the 
National Security Act, the law involving notification to Congress 
of certain covert activities. General Counsel Sporkin explained 
his analysis of the statute. After reviewing the statute, I 
concurred with the Central Intelligence Agency's advice that 
notification to Congress could, in the circumstances, be 
postponed due to the imminent danger facing the hostages. 

_ In this regard, I should emphasize that the expectation at 
the meetings that I attended in January was that the 
Administration would notify Congress as soon as possible after 
the hostages were on board an airplane, out of the Middle East, 
and under the control of the United States. There was no desire 
or plan to keep this matter from the Congress. There was simply 
a recognition that this was a highly sensitive activity and that 
human lives were at stake — the lives of the American hostages 
and the lives of the more pragmatic Iranian elements who were 
willing to attempt a relationship with the United States. We 
were all acutely aware that if word of the initiative got out, 
however innocently or inadvertently, it would likely be fatal to 
the hostages and others helping in their release. It is 
precisely because of this concern that knowledge of this 
operation within the Administration was so closely held and 
shared on only a strict "need-to-know" basis. 
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Indeed, 1^ was not even kept advised of the Iranian 
initiative after rendering advice in January of 1986. Apparently 
there was no continuing need for me to know of efforts undertaken 
to implement this program. In that regard, I had not been 
included as a necessary participant in 1985 when the concept of 
an Iranian strategic initiative had first been suggested and 
developed. And I, along with some other members of the National 
Security Council, had not been informed at any time in 1985 about 
any arms shipments that occurred during that year or about any 
related presidential findings prepared or signed prior to 
January, 1986. I had no awareness of such matters until I 
learned of them for the first time in November, 1986, and 
thereafter. 

As the testimony of others before these Committees has 
indicated, there were only two occasions that I can recall in the 
summer of 1986 when Department of Justice matters prompted a 
conversation between me and Admiral loindexter that related to 
the Iranian initiative. On both occasions, I acted in my 
capacity as the country's chief law enforcement officer. The 
first arose as a result of an inquiry from within the Department 
of Justice concerning a criminal investigation originating in New 
York relating to^ arms smuggling to Iran. The suspects in the 
investigation alleged that the U.S. government had authorized 
their arms sales. Criminal Division attorneys had asked that I 
check to be sure that no such authorization existed. I 
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therefore called Admiral Poindexter and received his assurance 
that the arms sales in question had not been authorized and were 
not connected with the Iranian initiative. A declaration was 
subsequently filed in court stating this fact. 

The second incident occurred around the end of October, 

1986. Admiral Poindexter telephoned me to inquire about a 
federal investigation which included an air carrier known as 
Southern Air Transport. He advised that the airline was involved 
in efforts concerning the Iranian initiative that were at a 
critical stage. He therefore asked whether it might be possible 
to delay a scheduled visit of investigators to Southern Air fcr 
around ten days so as not to disrupt this activity. I informed 
Admiral Poindexter that we could not impede, weaken or interfere 
with the investigation, but that I would check with FBI Director 
Webster to ascertain if it might be possible to delay certain 
non-urgent aspects of the inquiry. 

Through Associate Attorney General Trott, I was informed by 
Director Webster on October 30, 1986, that the delay could 
properly take place without in any respect adversely affecting 
the investigation. I have since been advised by Director Webster 
that this is precisely what occurred, that the investigation of 
Southern Air Transport resumed on November 26, and that it was in 
no way prejudiced by the delay. 
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In early November of 1986, events occurred which were of 
great consequence to the Iranian initiative. On or about 
November 4, following publication of a story in a Middle Eastern 
journal, American newspapers began to print widely varying 
accounts of the matter. On November 7, I advised Charles Cooper, 
Assistant Attorney General for the Office of Legal Counsel — the 
office that assists me in my responsibility as legal advisor to 
the President and the Executive Branch, including national 
security matters -- that his efforts would probably be needed on 
the legal issues that might arise in regard to the Iranian 
initiative. The following Monday (November 10) I attended a 
meeting with the President and other advisors at which the 
Iranian initiative was generally discussed. 

On November 13, the President addressed the nation on the 
Iranian activities. Six days later, on November 19, he held a 
press conference on the subject. At Admiral Poindexter’s 
invitation, I attended a meeting in his office the next 
afternoon, with Director Casey, Assistant Attorney General 
Cooper, and for most of the time, NSC Counsel Paul Thompson and 
Lieutenant Colonel North. I was invited, as the President’s 
legal advisor, to review legal aspects of the Iranian initiative 
prior to Administration witnesses giving scheduled testimony and 
briefings before Congress. 
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I recall seeing for the first time at that meeting a draft 
chronology of events that, from all appearances, had been 
prepared earlier in the day by the National Security Council 
staff. In addition, drafts of proposed testimony were 
distributed — again, which I was seeing for the first time. 

Those documents were reviewed and discussed, and corrections and 
revisions were made at the suggestion of those who had knowledge 
of specific events. 

Questions have been raised during prior hearings of these 
Committees about my participation in this meeting and whether I 
"acquiesced" in the statements included in the proposed testimony 
being prepared. The truth is, I did not at the time have 
knowledge sufficient to allow me to make any sort of judgment 
regarding the accuracy of the proposed testimony, or the prepared 
chronology, or the revisions or corrections that were being 
suggested. You will recall that the Iranian operation had been 
rigorously compartmentalized, and only those with a "need to 
know" were brought into the planning and implementation. Thus, 
while I was generally aware on November 20, 1986, that there may 
have been arms transfers to Iran by Israel in 1985, I had no 
personal knowledge about such shipments, about our role (if any) 
in assisting with the transfers, or about the contemporaneous 
knowledge of other Administration officials concerning the 
details of these shipments. 
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It was after that meeting, late that evening, when I first 
learned, in a secure telephone conversation with Mr. Cooper, that 
there were apparent differences in the recollections of the 
Secretary of State, former National Security Assistant Robert 
McFarlane, and perhaps others. I was concerned that great care 
be taken to resolve these differences so that accurate testimony 
would be giVen at the Congressional hearings and briefings the 
next day. I believed that, because the Iranian initiative had 
been such a highly sensitive matter and because it had been so 
rigidly "compartmentalized," no one seemed to have all the facts 
and all seemed to me to be trying to piece together various parts 
of the story without full knowledge of the events. As a 
consequence, there appeared to be considerable confusion as to 
what occurred when; and the many conflicting and inconsistent 
news stories only seemed to exacerbate the situation. 

It was for this reason that I went to see the President the 
next day. I advised him of my concerns, and recommended that he 
have someone undertake a fact-gathering review into the Iranian 
initiative to ascertain a fuller and more accurate picture of the 
events and activities that had occurred. The President agreed 
totally with my assessment and directed me to commence an 
immediate review. He asked that I complete this task before the 
National Security Planning Group meeting on this subject that was 
scheduled for 2:00 p.m. on Monday, November 24. 
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It might be helpful if I spend a just few minutes on the 
activity that took place during that weekend. The essential 
point to keep in mind is that our purpose was not to conduct a 
criminal investigation. Indeed, on November 21, 1986, there was 
no hint that criminal activity was in any way implicated in the 
Iranian arms transactions. Indeed I later learned that the 
Criminal Division had separately conducted its own independent 
review of criminal statutes that might possibly be involved, and 
as reflected in a memorandum dated November 22, 1986, found no 
basis to suspect that crimes had been committed. 

Early Friday afternoon, after my meeting with the President, 
I discussed the matter of the fact-gathering inquiry with FBI 
Director William Webster, who concurred that it would be 
inappropriate to utilize FBI investigators. Our purpose, plain 
and simple, was to find out what the facts really were and report 
to the President. I th erefore put together a small team of 
lawyers who were knowledgeable about national security matters 
and proceeded to systematically talk with each of the persons 
having information about the Iranian initiative and to review the 
applicable documents. As Secretary Shultz said in his testimony 
last week, our efforts in the space of just over three days 
turned up the essential facts that are still the essential facts 
today. Obviously, much more information and many additional 
details have been uncovered by the various investigations and 
months of effort that have taken place since that weekend. But 
the basic outline of facts that the President and I related to 
Congress and the public on November 25, 1986, remains intact 
today. 
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From the afternoon of Friday, November 21, 1986, through the 
evening of Monday, November 24th, a number of people were 
interviewed, documents were examined and information was obtained 
from the relevant agencies that had participated in the strategic 
Iran initiative. Much of the information we obtained has 
previously been provided to these Committees by the witnesses 
that have appeared before you and in the depositions and 
documents which are part of your record. Therefore, I will not 
chronicle in detail the events of that weekend, but will, of 
course, be happy to respond to any questions you mc\y have about 
it. 


During our review, we discovered facts indicating that funds 
obtained from the arms transfers in Iran had been diverted to the 
Democratic Resistance Forces in Nicaragua. I brought this 
information to the President, who determined that it should be 
reported promptly to the Congress and to the American people, and 
that immediate corrective action should be taken. 

Therefore, on Tuesday, November 25, 1986, a briefing for 
Congressional leaders was held at 11:00 a.m. and a news 
conference was conducted at noon. Although our information was 
by no means complete, and we recognized that much investigative 
activity would follow, the President requested that I disclose 
all that we had learned to date so that there would be no claim 
of withholding of information or charge of "cover-up." 
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Several actions were immediately commenced to pursue 
necessary followup investigations and remedial actions. 

The President announced that he was convening a Special 
Review Board to investigate and make recommendations to ensure 
that the mistakes made in implementing national security policy 
in this case would not occur again. 

We also took immediate action concerning the possible 
criminal law implications of the information which had been 
uncovered. I, therefore, met with Assistant Attorney General 
William Weld, who heads the Department's Criminal Division, to 
discuss the initiation of an investigation by his attorneys and 
the FBI into the possible violation of criminal statutes. That 
process was well underway by the same evening. I also directed 
Deputy Attorney General Arnold Burns to contact the White House 
Counsel to secure all files in the NSC offices. 

As these steps were being taken, it was clear to me that the 
initiation of an Independent Counsel investigation was probable. 
The activities of the Criminal Division included the initial 
inquiry to determine whether the legal and factual predicates 
required by the statute were present. By December 2, I had 
concluded that seeking an Independent Counsel was appropriate and 
advised the President of this fact. 
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On December 4, the formal request for assignment of an 
Independent Counsel was presented to the Special Division of the 
Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit. That 
request was ultimately granted and Lawrence Walsh was appointed 
as Independent Counsel. Since then, I have continued, in 
accordance with the President's wishes and my own best judgment, 
to be fully supportive of and cooperative with all the official 
inquiries into this matter. Today is my sixth session of 
testimony on this matter. Others in the Department and elsewhere 
in the Administration have also appeared multiple times; and 
there has been an unprecedented willing disclosure of perhaps 
millions of pages of sensitive government documents. 

That, in brief, is my knowledge of events surrounding the 
matters under consideration by these Committees. But I would be 
remiss if I did not comment on one of the often-stated goals of 
these hearings — the need for a constructive relationship 
between the Executive and Legislative Branches in the conduct of 
foreign policy. 

We have heard some harsh criticism of the Executive Branch 
over the past several months — some of which is deserved? some 
of which is not. Obviously, the destruction of documents and any 
breakdown of communications within and outside the Administration 
deserves serious review and reflection. But no branch of 
government has a monopoly on good intentions, and no branch is 
without its faults and problems. 
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NOMINATION OF WILLIAM H. WEBSTER 
TO BE DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE 


Wednesday, April 8, 1987 

United States Senate, 

Select Committee on Intelligence 
Washington, D. C. 

The Select Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:13 
o'clock a.m., in Room SD-628, Dirksen Senate Office Building, 
the Honorable David Boren, Chairman of the Committee, 
presiding. 

Present: Senators Boren, Nunn, Hollings, Bradley, 
Cranston, DeConcini, Metzenbaum, Cohen, Roth, Hatch, Murkowski, 
Specter, Hecht and Warner. 

Also Present: Sven E. Holmes, Staff Director/General 
Counsel; James Dykstra, Minority Staff Director; and Kathleen 
McGhee, Chief Clerk. 
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JUDGE WEBSTER: I am sure that it would, but there 
was no such indication. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Let me turn your attention now to 
your conversations with Attorney General Meese on 
November 21st, 1986, when he informed you of his 
prospective inquiry. I want to go to the nature of the 
conversation which you had with Mr. Meese on November 
21st. Did Mr. Meese explain to you in any kind of 
detail why he was conducting this inquiry? 

JUDGE WEBSTER: Well, it was a very casual 
conversation; it was not an agenda item. I was just 
visiting with the Attorney General. And he indicated to 
me that he had been given the ticket or had been asked 
by the President to straighten out the various confusing 
statements that were coming out of various departments 
of government with respect to what actually had 
transpired in relation to Iran and that he was going to 
try to get the facts straight. 

Did you want me to proceed, Mr. Chairman, or did 
you have another question? 

SENATOR COHEN: Could you clarify the date on which 
that conversation took place? 

JUDGE WEBSTER: That was Friday, November 21st, 

Senator. 

THE CHAIRMAN: How long did that conversation take? 


JUDGE WEBSTER: Oh, I suppose I was in the Attorney 


Gener al's office for probably maybe 20 minutes , and 
probably that conversation itself took about a minute 
and a half, I guess. — 


THE CHAIRMAN: So it was a very brief conversation 
about this inquiry. And I understand that at that time 
you offered assistance. Looking back, do you think — 
and we always can look back with more in our minds in 
hindsight than we would have understood at the time — 
do you think that the Attorney General would have been 
better advised to have had someone from the FBI or the 
Justice Department with extensive criminal law 
experience take part in that inquiry? 

JUDGE WEBSTER: Kell, I first should emphasize, Mr. 
Chairman, that neither of us saw this as a criminal 
inquiry. The purpose was to try to get the facts 
straight so that the government could be speaking with 
one accurate voice. And w h«n I made that offer of 
assistance, I was t hinking primarily in teimg_a£. 
man power resources . Is there anything we can do in that 
way for you? He was also thinking in terms of an 
inquiry, a fact-finding inquiry to report back to thf 
President. So neither of us were thinking in criminal 
terms. 


) 


You can always look back and ask in light of what 
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transpired, could the FBI agents have done a better job 
of conducting such an inquiry or looking for materials. 

I don't think we're in a position yet to know really the 
answers to that question. There is also the downside of 
sending FBI agents into the White House when there is no 
known criminal activity to investigate. So you can say, 
sure, maybe we knew better how' to ask the questions or 
maybe we knew better how to do something else. But it 
was not a criminal inquiry. The Attorney General took 
his own group of experienced attorneys from the 
Department of Justice. And I am just not able to say 
that in hindsight we could have done a better job than 
they did .jj But that -- 

THE CHAIRMAN: Had you known that it was going to 
indeed turn into a criminal inquiry, which it did four 
days later, in essence, when you were asked to bring the 
Bureau into it, thinking specifically about the need to 
protect records and the need to protect potential 
evidence, had you known on the 21st that this was to 
become a criminal inquiry, would you at that time have 
advised the Attorney General that either the FBI or 
those within the Justice Department who have dealt with 
a criminal inquiry should have been brought into it 
specifically to protect evidence? 


JUDGE WEBSTER: Absolutely, Mr. Chairman. If I 
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might go one step further, I am confident the Attorney 
General wouldn't have had to have that; he would have 
asked for it had he known it would be a criminal. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Well, I gather then it does not 
surprise you that the Attorney General in his testimony 
before the Committee on December 17th, which we have 
released today, testified that you agreed, and I quote 
from this, you agreed that it would not be appropriate 
for the FBI to be brought in at that time. 

JUDGE WEBSTER: That is correct. 

THE CHAIRMAN: This morning you have entered into 
the record some comments in regard to a memorandum, an 
internal FBI memorandum dated October 30th, which bears 
your initials, which indicates that an official at the 
Justice Department had speculated that Colonel North 
might someday come under a criminal investigation, and 
that certain information which was contained in this 
memorandum might best be withheld from him at that time. 
I wondered if, when you had those discussions with 
Attorney General Meese on November 21st, it must have 
been known that Colonel North was one of those involved 
with the Iranian matter, if you had in mind or gave any 
thought to this information passing across your desk, 
that there were at least some people in the Justice 
Department who had suspicion that Colonel North might 
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become the target of criminal investigation? 

JUDGE WEBSTER: No, I have to tell you in all 
candor it was not on my mind. In fact, I don't even 
recall seeing it until it was called to my attention- 
recently in connection with preparing the answers to 
these questions. It came up with the kinds of 
informational notes that come up literally by the 
dozens, call for no action on my part, had been reviewed 
by all of my career subordinates in the criminal line. 

I really did not have that in mind. 

THE CHAIRMAN: So there was nothing in your mind at 
that time that caused you to have any feeling that this 
might turn into a criminal investigation. 

JUDGE WEBSTER: No, Mr. Chairman. It was entirely 
focused on Iran and the Iranian situation, the Iranian 
initiative. I frankly have entertained some ill ease 
about the role of the National Security Council in those 
areas, but I had no question about whether anything 
illegal was taking place. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Let me go now directly to the point 
of oversight responsibility, and of course as you know, 
prior notification is to be given to this Committee, or 
at least in extraordinary circumstances to the \ 

leadership of this Committee in regard to covert 
actions, significant intelligence gathering activities, 
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